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C. S. Lewis’s Lost Arthurian Poem:
A Conjectural Essay
Joe R. Christopher
Tarlton University

When C. S. Lewis was waiting for
his first book—Spirits in Bondage—to be
published, he wrote to Arthur Greeves on
[2 March 1919]:1
I have Layamon’s Brut [sic] and
Wace’s[,] translated in the one
Everyman volume—or rather the
parts of them about the Arthurian
period. Wace you remember was ‘a
French clerke, well could he write’
who copied Layamon’s poem in
French rhyming couplets, with
more style but less vigour.
(Collected Letters, I, 439-440; They
Stand Together 248)

Actually, Lewis’s statement has a factual
error and the situation is more
complicated than he makes it. Walter
Hooper, one may add, does not catch the
error in his notes in the Collected Letters.
Here is the situation. Three important
Arthurian sources are inter-related.
Geoffrey of Monmouth wrote Historia
Regum Britanniae [A History of the Kings
of Britain] (1137). Contrary to Lewis’s
statement, Wace, a Norman poet, wrote
his Roman de Brut [Romance of Brutus]
(1155), retelling Geoffrey of Monmouth’s
Latin in his French; Wace was not copying
Layamon. Then Layamon (the “y” should
really be a yogh) translated, paraphrased,
and expanded Wace into Middle English
as Brut [Brutus] (probably 1205). Lewis
had to know the temporal relationship
between Wace and Layamon—that
Layamon followed Wace, not vice versa—

since the passage he quotes about Wace—
“a french clerke, well could he write”—is
from Layamon (presumably quoted in the
introduction to Lewis’s Wace and
Layamon book), so the misattribution is
simply a momentary slip.
These works by these three authors are
told as histories of Britain—legendary
histories, of course—beginning with the
coming of the Roman Brutus and his
followers to Britain. The last two-fifths of
Geoffrey’s work narrate the story of King
Arthur, and hence about the same amount
of the others do the same. Lewis’s copy of
Arthurian Chronicles, Represented by Wace
and Layamon, is a prose translation from
French into English and a rendition of
Middle English alliterative meter into
more-or-less modern English prose of
those final, Arthurian parts of Wace and
Layamon.
The stories are not entirely the
same as the major tradition that comes
down through Malory. For one important
example, no Lancelot-Guinevere love
affair occurs. Near the end of the story,
Arthur is in France, having defeated the
Roman Empire’s army in battle and
preparing to invade Rome itself, when
Arthur’s nephew, Modred, at home, acting
as regent, rebels and Guinevere
(“Wenhaver” in Layamon) has an affair
with that nephew.
This tradition
occasionally is followed in later writings:
for example, in the alliterative Morte
Arthure (c. 1360) and in Diana Paxson’s
The Hallowed Isle tetralogy (1999-2000).
2
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One might add that Joy Chant did a Celticemphasized re-telling of Geoffrey’s
history, with this ending, as The High
Kings in 1983.
This background is enough to set
up the next step. In the letter to Greeves
quoted above, Lewis also comments that
he did not finish Layamon’s version (CL
1.440; TST 248), but he goes on, still
talking about Layamon, to make a
contrast between the treatments of King
Arthur’s burial in Malory and non-burial
in Brut. No doubt, Lewis skipped some of
the material in the middle of Layamon’s
Brut (having already read it in Wace’s
version)—and hence did not finish it—
but he obviously had read the ending.
Lewis writes, loosely paraphrasing a
passage from Layamon (Wace and
Layamon 264):
Brut [. . .] knows better [than
Malory about the afterlife of
Arthur:] ‘They say he abideth in
Avalon with Argante the fairest of
all elves: but ever the Britons think
he will come again to help them at
their need’—a great deal of which I
copied in a poem rejected by
Heinemann—on
whom
ten
thousand maledictions. (CL 1.440;
TST 248,

William Heinemann was the publisher
who would fairly soon issue Lewis’s book
of poems.
This is the lost Arthurian poem by
C. S. Lewis.
And this is all that one factually
knows about it. The rest of this paper, as
the subtitle says, will be interwoven with
conjectures.
To begin with, Heinemann
rejected five of Lewis’s poems, which he
considered weak. This is factual. Don W.
King, in an essay, quotes the 8 October
1918 letter from Heinemann, in which the
editor has gone through the “revised
form” of Spirits in Prison (the first title of
the book) and suggests five poems for
omission. The titles are important for

present purposes: “To Philip Sidney,”
“Ballade on a certain pious gentleman,”
“Sonnet,” “Retreat,” and “In Venusberg”
(King, “Lost” 195 n15).2 The first two of
these are certainly poems—perhaps the
later versions of poems—that Lewis
wrote earlier: “To Philip Sidney” in 1916
and “Ballade on a certain pious
gentleman” in 1917. Probably “Sonnet” is
one of four sonnets Lewis wrote in the
1915-1917
period.
(For
the
identifications and datings, King, “Lost”
197-98.)
But “Retreat” and “In
Venusberg” seem to have been written
about the time Lewis was preparing his
book for submission, in 1918. The reason
for this surmise is that the titles do not
appear in the copies of Lewis’s poems
made by his friend Arthur Greeves in
1917 (see King, C. S. Lewis, Poet, Appendix
Six, 308-310). Therefore, they seem to be
later productions.
Before a consideration of these
two titles, one further complication needs
to be discussed. King, in that essay about
Lewis’s early poems, says that William
Heinemann twice requested the dropping
of five poems from the manuscript of
Spirits in Bondage (“Lost” 195 n15). This
might complicate any discussion of the
five poems just listed: “What were the
titles of the other five rejected poem?” one
might ask.
But the situation—while
complicated by a missing letter from
Heinemann—is not as murky as that
suggests. What seems to have happened
is this: about the fifth of September 1918,
Heinemann wrote to Lewis accepting his
manuscript for publication; he said that
he would go through the manuscript later,
for he thought a few of the poems were
poorer than the majority and after due
consideration he might suggest a few for
omission. This is the missing letter, and
the reconstruction is based on what was
said in subsequent letters by Lewis.
Lewis wrote his father and Arthur
Greeves about the acceptance of his
manuscript on 9 September and 12
September respectively. An important
3
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passage occurs in the letter to his father;
Lewis writes, “Wm. Heinemann thinks it
would ‘be well to reconsider the inclusion
of one or two poems which are not
perhaps on a level with my best work’. I
have sent him some new ones as
substitutes for these [. . .]” (CL 1.396,
stress added). Since Heinemann uses a
“perhaps” in the letter of 8 October about
omitting five poems, that seems to be his
usual diction in writing poets, in order to
avoid hard feelings; Lewis picks it up in
this letter and in the subsequent letter to
Greeves. Writing to his friend, Lewis
indicates more fully what has transpired.
He says,
[William Heinemann] writes to say
that he ‘will be pleased to become
[the manuscript’s] publisher’. He
adds that it may be well to reconsider the inclusion of some of
the pieces ‘which are not perhaps
on a level with my best work’. I
wrote back thanking him and
telling him there were a few new
pieces that he might care to use as
substitutes for the ones he omits.
An answer came back this time
from a man called Evans, the
managing director[,] asking me to
send the new pieces and saying that
Heinemann himself was out of town
for a week or so. I sent him 5 new
poems by return[.] (CL 1.397; TST
230, stress added)

In neither letter does Lewis say clearly
that the poems have been dropped. In
one, Heinemann suggests “one or two
poems” should be reconsidered; in the
other, he thinks it may be well to
reconsider “some.” If Heinemann had
named particular poems, surely Lewis
would have given a precise number.
Heinemann did not respond for about a
month. When he returned or when he
found time to read the typescript, he
wrote Lewis the letter above, of 8
October, in which he names the five
poems to omit. He seems to have been

influenced in his choice of the number by
the number of new poems that Lewis had
already sent. His actual words are these:
I have read through your ‘Spirits in
Prison’ again, in its revised form
[presumably
with
the
five
additional poems, which Lewis
must have sent with suggestions
about their placement], and suggest
the following numbers might be
ommitted [sic], partly because they
do not strengthen the book as a
whole, partly because they are less
original perhaps than the bulk of
your work[.] (King, “Lost” 195 n15,
stress added).

Thus, the sequence of letters makes sense
without the assumption of ten poems
being dropped. (The appendix lists the
Lewis’s correspondence about Spirits in
Bondage, from submission through
publication, to indicate the larger
context.)
If the reader tentatively agrees
that only five poems were dropped and
replaced, that Don W. King is correct in
identifying the three of the five poems—
two from their titles and the sonnet just
with probability as one of the earlier
sonnets—and
that
therefore
the
Arthurian poem has to be identified as
either titled “Retreat” or “Venusberg,”
then some further conjectures—or,
rather, alternate conjectures—can be
made.
First, one may consider “Retreat.”
Since the William Heinemann Company
was planning to release Lewis’s book as a
volume with other books by war poets,
one can surmise that a poem titled
“Retreat” might raise qualms in the editor.
Of course, a poem about being in a
military hospital might do well under the
title of “Retreat,” treating the hospital as a
retreat from active war-front life. But
could Lewis have used such a title with an
Arthurian poem? Actually, several
Arthurian
possibilities
present
themselves. First, King Arthur was
4
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preparing to attack the Roman Empire in
Italy before the news of Modred’s
treachery reached him—then he had to
turn to righting things in England. In
Layamon, the events are told mainly with
dialogue. “[A] brave man” comes riding,
with the news of Modred’s rebellion and
Guinevere’s betrayal (258). After some
discussion and some quiet depression of
the knights, King Arthur announces, “Now
to-morrow, when it is day, and the Lord it
sendeth, forth I will march in toward
Britain; and Modred I will slay, and burn
the queen; and all I will destroy, that
approved the treachery” (260). With a
little helpful revision by the poet, a poem
about King Arthur at war in Europe and
retreating to England could be developed
from this. For example, an episode in
England could be written this way:
And Modred said, “This war is
spending lives,
Our young men’s lives; each one’s
high dreams it skives;
The general, my uncle, tells them to
charge,
To die in muddy fields, on muddy
marge.”

Of course, that is just a hypothetical
passage, meant to suggest how the
material could be shaped to echo World
War I. Layamon, who is given to giving
large numbers, announces that King
Arthur lost “five and twenty thousand”
knights in his war with the Roman
Emperor while fighting in France (257);
that also would have resonance if it were
used in an echo of the Great War. (Lewis,
who in this period called Siegfried
Sassoon “a horrid man” [CL 1.403; TST
232], doubtless writing as a military
officer and a brother of a professional
soldier, probably would not have written
a parody of King Arthur as a poor general,
as suggested above; but he could have
found some other application.)
Second, Guinevere’s flight to a
nunnery could also be called a retreat—

and, of course, a possible pun exists on
going to spiritual retreats in monasteries
or nunneries. Layamon writes,
The queen lay in York; never was
she so sorrowful; that was
Wenhaver
the
queen,
most
miserable of women! She heard say
sooth words, how often Modred
fled, and how Arthur him pursued;
woe was to her the while, that she
was alive! Out of York she went by
night, and toward Kaerleon drew,
as quickly as she might; thither she
brought by night two of her
knights; and men covered her head
with a holy veil, and she was there a
nun; woman most wretched! Then
men knew not of the queen, where
she were gone, nor many years
afterwards man knew it in sooth,
whether she were dead, or whether
she herself were sunk in the water.
(263)

No final meeting of Guinevere and Arthur
occurs in Layamon; that was an episode
invented by Tennyson for his Idylls of the
King. (“Guinevere,” ll. 398-656)—and
Lewis would not have wanted his
reviewers to have a direct comparison
with Tennyson.
Again, a hypothetical
rendering:
The queen, afraid of Arthur’s
burning ire,
Afraid of fagots round her, heaped
for fire,
Chose secretly withdrawing,
disguised and lost,
In fear retreating; fine clothes, fine
life the cost.
She cried, “I’ve lived my life for
moment’s bliss;
And war surrounds me now to
answer this.”

Perhaps Lewis, in his pre-Christian days,
would not have written quite this
moralistically, but the general idea of a
5
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retreat from the problems one has caused
is a theme with possibilities.
Third, an option exists for the
treatment of King Arthur’s leaving of this
world as a retreat. Layamon says that, at
the end of the battle between Arthur and
Modred, only Arthur and two of his
knights were still alive. Arthur was
seriously wounded:
And Arthur himself wounded with a
broad
slaughter-spear;
fifteen
dreadful wounds he had; in the
least[,] one might thrust two gloves!

After a handing on of the kingship, Arthur
is taken to Avalon (“Avalun”). Layamon
describes the leaving this way:
[T]here approached from the sea
that was a short boat, floating with
the waves; and two women therein,
wondrously formed; and they took
Arthur anon, and bare him quickly,
and laid him softly down, and forth
they gan depart. (264)

Again, it is easiest to present a sample of
what could have been made out of this,
tied to the title of the poem:
The end of battle came at even tide,
With corbies feasting well on those
who’d died;
And most were dead, across the
meadows strewn,
Beneath the setting sun and
slightest moon.
While left the boat from off the
British shore,
One soldier raised his bugle, clear
notes to soar;
In overtones he played the call
Retreat,
The Sunset call, the end of age to
greet.

Of course, that passage is cheating when it
uses “Retreat,” an American term for what
the British call the nearly identical
“Sunset.” The youthful Lewis would not

have seen that possibility for a pun, but a
“retreat” (so to speak) on Arthur’s part to
be cured of his wounds would have been
a possible topic.
The other title, “In Venusberg,” is
actually a more likely title for Lewis’s
Arthurian poem than “Retreat,” although
it may seem less likely when casually
considered. After all, Venusberg is a
German myth about an underground
world of sexual satisfaction, a Venusruled realm beneath a mountain. Would a
German myth be allowable in a book of
poems at the end of World War I? Lewis
obviously thought so, since this is his title
(although Heinemann, for whatever
reason, did not). Lewis knew the myth
from its use in Richard Wagner’s opera
Tannhäuser. Three references to the
opera appear in Lewis’s letters to Arthur
Greeves in the first volume of his
Collected Letters (116,129, 281; TST 69,
77, 169)—in fact, in the first of the
references, Lewis refers to the opera by
Wagner’s original name for it of
Venusberg (cf. Walter Hooper’s note, CL
1.116 n36; not in TST). Those who know
the opera, or at least know about it, are
aware that the opera opens in Venusberg,
with Tannhäuser living with Venus; the
ballet suggests an orgy, and then
Tannhäuser
wants
to
leave—and
manages his departure in the middle of
the act. The rest of the opera is laid
above, in Germany.
Why would this be appropriate
for an Arthurian poem? One should
consider two passages in Layamon. First,
when Arthur is speaking to Constantine,
who will become king after him: Arthur
says, in part: “And I will fare to Avalun, to
the fairest of all maidens, to Argante the
queen, an elf most fair, and she shall make
my wounds all sound; make me all whole
with healing draughts” (264). And then
the narrator’s words after Arthur has left
in the boat: “The Britons believe yet that
he is alive, and dwelleth in Avalun with
the fairest of all elves” (264).
When
Lewis was writing to Arthur Greeves, in
6

C. S. Lewis’s Lost Arthurian Poem · Joe R. Christopher

the passage quoted before, he emphasized
the romantic nature of this passage in his
paraphrase: “‘They say he abideth in
Avalon with Argante the fairest of all
elves[. . . .]’” But immediately Lewis adds,
“a great deal of which I copied in a poem”
(440).
This phrasing suggests it was
either Arthur’s passing or, more likely, his
stay in “Avalun” that Lewis described in
his poem. One might add that Wace has
Arthur going to Avalon but he has no
reference to an elfin queen, so the source
of Argante, the “silvery” one from her
name, is Layamon.
Thus, if one puts these two
accounts together, Wagner’s opera and
Layamon’s romance, one has a merging of
Venusberg and Avalon: obviously a fairy
queen should live beneath a fairy mound,
and a mountain is but a fairy mound writ
large. No doubt in the land beneath the
mountain may lie either a plain or an
island, called Avalon. For the land of the
fairy, and also the realm of Venus—like
most lands of the spirit—may be larger
inside than outside.
Said Argante the Fair, “Come drink
this draught—
It’s brewed by mine own hands,
with skill and craft.
Your wounds will close, your heart
will also mend;
No longer will Queen Wenhaver
offend.
We’ll spend a night together, only
one,
To celebrate your cure with
payment done;
And if the hours run oddly neath
the soil,
We’ll spend them all in our most
pleasant toil.”

If Lewis wrote such a poem, perhaps even
more explicit than this, his love affair,
begun with Janie Moore about a year
earlier, can be assigned as a partial
However, William Heinemann
cause.3

rejected the poem, whether titled “In
Venusberg” or “Retreat,” whether
amorous or military.
Therefore, Lewis wrote an early
Arthurian poem. What happened to the
manuscript? Again, conjectures. Perhaps
Walter Hooper will eventually pull it, like
a rabbit, out of his exhaustless top hat.
But probably not; he has already
published some early poems found in
“The Memoirs of the Lewis Family,” so he
probably does not have other original
lyrics. What are the other possibilities?
Lewis had a tendency to burn
manuscripts he thought poor. In his
correspondence with Greeves, he tells of
such destruction. He writes on [18
September 1919], for example, “On
getting back to England [from Ireland] I
had the pleasure of looking over my
‘Medea’ of which I told you and finding
that it was all hopeless and only fit for the
fire! Nothing daunted however I bade it a
long farewell—poor still-born [. . .]” (CL
1.465-66; TST 261).
Perhaps, once
Heinemann rejected the Arthurian poem,
Lewis thought it weak enough to burn,
despite his later malediction on
Heinemann for the rejection. Or he may
have burned all the manuscripts
connected to the book once the volume
appeared.
A third possibility is that Lewis
gave the Arthurian poem to Janie Moore,
particularly if it was an amorous
treatment of Modred and Queen
Wenhaver or of King Arthur and Argante.
In that case, the poem was also probably
burnt—but far later. According to Jill
Flewett Freud, who worked two years in
the Kilns for Lewis and Moore before her
advanced training in drama,
When [Janie Moore] became ill [in
the 1943-45 period,] she took all
Jack’s letters, piles of letters she
had received from him over a
period of about twenty-five years,
and I think also the letters from her
son, Paddy—Lewis’s great friend

7
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who was killed in the First World
War—and threw them all in the
old-fashioned boiler in the kitchen.
She burned the lot. (58)

Of course, she was destroying the record
of her affair with Lewis; but, if any
amorous poems were returned to her,
presumably she burnt them with the
letters.4
This essay has traced the
Arthurian poem’s creation time, its
submission and rejection, and its
destruction, all with plentiful conjectures.
And now an epilogue: one final conjecture
may end this discussion, for a report of
the poem, a discussion, may have had an
after life. As is well known, C. S. Lewis
and J. R. R. Tolkien influenced each other,
particularly in the 1930s. The most
famous of these is their agreement to
write thrillers with meanings—which
resulted in Lewis’s Out of the Silent Planet
and Tolkien’s unfinished “Lost Road” and,
finished, “The Fall of Númenor,” the latter
the forerunner of “Akallabêth” (cf. Glyer
58-59; Scull and Hammond 558-565, 665679). That one is a fact, not a conjecture;
but one may add a probability for a
second example: in Tolkien’s Beowulf and
the Critics (not the same as his lecture
“Beowulf: The Monsters and the Critics”),
Tolkien quotes two poems about dragons
side by side, his own “Iúmonna Gold
Galdre Bewunden” (A Text 56-57, B Text
110-112) and C. S. Lewis’s “The Northern
Dragon” [sic] (the first dragon poem in
The Pilgrim’s Regress) (A Text 57-58, B
Text [where it is titled “Atol inwit gæst,”
probably by Tolkien] 113-114).5 Tolkien
says that the two poems are “important
for Beowulf-criticism,” but his afterpiece
to them is ironic (in the B Text only), and
probably his claim for their importance is
partly so. At any rate, his quotation of
both poems suggests that they were
written deliberately by the friends,
whether by agreement or by one
influencing the other. In a parallel way,
one can also conjecture that the two

unfinished Arthurian poems by Tolkien
and Lewis were also begun by friendly
agreement: Tolkien’s “The Fall of Arthur”
and Lewis’s “Launcelot” were both
written in the early 1930s (for Tolkien,
Carpenter 168-69; for Lewis, Hooper’s
Preface to Lewis’s Narrative Poems xii).
But Lewis’s earlier Arthurian poem,
through Lewis’s reference to it in
discussions with Tolkien, may have
influenced Tolkien’s choice of topic.
Again, a hypothetical:
And Lewis said, “A decade past I
tried,
In youthful folly, to write as
couplets glide
Of Arthur’s days when spent in
Avalon—
A failure this, so burnt to oblivion.
I should have writ of Guinevere the
Beauty,
But didn’t understand her—her
loss of duty.
Was Mordred hotter? Did Arthur
fail in bed?”
Then, in a higher register, he said,
“’Dear wife, I’m sorry, sorry, you’ll
do without it!’”
And Tolkien: “Hardly heroic! . . . I’ll
think about it.”

What is known of Tolkien’s poem—
mainly from Humphrey Carpenter’s
biography, with the quotation of a few
snippets—indicates that Arthur was at
war in Europe when Mordred attempted
his coup. Mordred was troubled by
lustful desire for Guinever (Tolkien’s
spelling); she was a “fell minded” woman,
not a woman moved by eros. Thus
Tolkien, writing in the alliterative meter,
seems to be in the tradition of Layamon
and the later Alliterative Morte Arthure,
both in verse form and in the omission of
Launcelot. Although Tolkien late in life
was still talking of finishing the poem
(Carpenter 169), he never did. So twice a
modern poem in the tradition of Layamon
was not successful—Lewis’s poem was
8
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editorially rejected and seems to have
been destroyed, Tolkien’s was never
finished.
This is an essay of conjectures,
made even more conjectural with its
hypothetical passages of a type of poem
Lewis might (to a degree) have written,
but it begins from and elaborates on a
fact: Lewis wrote a poem about King
Arthur based on Layamon’s Brut. And a
second fact: the poem is lost.
Appendix
A Chronology of Letters

The following chronology of the
references in Lewis’s letters to the
publication of Spirits in Bondage by Wm.
Heinemann is meant to reinforce the
explanation of the probable omission of
only five poems from the original
typescript; it also puts the reference to
the lost Arthurian poem into the sequence
of discussion, before the book itself was
published. The dates of Lewis’s letters
are from Walter Hooper’s dates of them in
the first volume of Collected Letters,
brackets are as in the book; however,
some minor variations in Lewis’s
usages—e.g., “27th,” not “27,” in no. 12—
have been regularized here.
(1) Lewis writes Greeves that
Macmillan
has
rejected
his
manuscript of poems and that he is
sending
the
manuscript
to
Heinemann next. Wednesday [7
August 1918].

(2) Lewis writes to Greeves about
his reason for not sending his
poems to Maunsel of Dublin for
consideration. [31 August 1918].

(H) William Heinemann’s lost
letter to Lewis, accepting the poems
for publication and stating he might
want to omit some poems upon a
more
carefully
re-reading.
Conjectural: about 3 September
1918.

(3) Lewis writes his father that his
manuscript has been accepted for
publication. “Wm. Heineman thinks
it would ‘be well to reconsider the
inclusion of one or two pieces
which are not perhaps on a level
with my best work’.” 9 September
1918.

(4) Lewis writes Greeves that
Heinemann has accepted his poems
for publication and has suggested
“some” poems be omitted (“some”
is Lewis’s word). Lewis continues
by saying that he replied offering
some “new” poems and was
answered by Charles Sheldon
Evans; Lewis has sent him “5 new
poems” [. . .]. Among other topics,
he mentions Heinemann is “out of
town for a week or so.” [12
September 1918].

(5) Lewis writes his father to
thank him for sending a telegram
celebrating the forthcoming book.
14 September 1918.

(6) Lewis thanks his father for a
letter, evidently celebrating the
book; he discusses questions his
father has raised about the (first)
title, the subtitle, and the (first)
pseudonym. 18 September 1918.

(7) Lewis writes his father about
the subtitle again and about the use
of a pseudonym.
Postmark: 3
October 1918.

(8) Lewis writes Greeves, “I told
you that Wm. Heinemann was away
for a fortnight, but he should be
back now and I am expecting to
hear from him any day now.” [6?
October 1918].
(H) Heinemann writes Lewis, ”I [. .
.] suggest the following numbers
might [. . .] be ommitted [sic], [. . .]
partly because they are less original
perhaps than the bulk of your
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work.” Five titles follow. 8 October
1918.

(9) Lewis tells Greeves that he is
not correcting his proofs—he has
heard
nothing
more
from
Heinemann.
(This lack of
communication, following the letter
from
Heinemann immediately
above, is explained in the next two
letters.) Sunday [13 October 1918].

(10) Lewis writes Greeves that he
“got Mrs Moore’s sister in town to
call on Heinemann[’]s, which she
did on Wednesday last and they
said they’d written the day before,
but it must have been lost.”
Teusday [sic] [15 October 1918].
The previous Wednesday was 9
October, and the day before was 8
October, which matches the
Heinemann letter.

(11) Lewis writes his father, “I have
just had a letter from Heineman’s
which has taken some time to come
round through Ashton Court
[Lewis’s
previous
military
stationing]. He accepts some new
pieces I had sent him and mentions
a few he wants rejected.” He also
mentions some stylistic suggestions
from Heinemann that do not appear
in the portion of Heinemann’s letter
reprinted by King in “Lost.” He
discusses the second title and the
second pseudonym for his poems.
18 October 1918.
(12) Lewis tells his father about his
visit to Heinemann to sign the
contract for the book, with a fairly
full discussion of the contract’s
terms. Heinemann promised the
proofs in approximately three
weeks. 27 [26?] October 1918.

account to his father. Saturday [2
November 1918].

(14) Lewis writes his father again
about the financial terms of his
contract with Heinemann; he also
covers Heinemann’s terms of
praise. 10 November 1918.
(15) Lewis mentions to his father
that he expects the proofs of his
book “any day” and it should be out
by Christmas. (The book actually
appeared on 20 March 1919.) [17?
November 1918]. Lewis usually
dated letters to his father, but not
always (as here).

(16) Lewis tells Greeves that his
book may be reviewed in the
Christmas issue of the Bookman
although the proofs have not come
yet. Monday 2 [December 1918].

(17) Lewis writes his father, “Surely
Heinemann will get my book out
before the next quarterly season
begins? [. . .]?” [16?] December
1918.
(18) Lewis comments to Greeves, “I
wish I could hear anything of my
[book]: I am sure I will be white
haired before it sees daylight!” [9
February 1919].

(19) Lewis mentions to Arthur
Greeves that Heinemann rejected
Lewis’s poem based on Layamon’s
Arthurian account.
Sunday [2
March 1919].
(20) Lewis writes to his brother,
“Did you see the ‘very insolent’
review of me on the back page of
the Times Literary Supplement [sic]
last week?” [2? April 1919].

(13) Lewis describes to Greeves his
visit to Heinemann and Company,
with different emphases than in his
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Notes
1The

dates in brackets are as supplied by
Walter Hooper in Lewis’s Collected Letters and
They Stand Together.
2King is quoting the surviving copy of the
letter, which appears in Warren Lewis’s typed
history of the Lewis family (6.49).
3The present author has provided evidence
for Lewis’s affair with Janie Moore in Section
II of “From Despoina to Δ,” 28-30.
4A variant of this third possibility is that all
the materials involved in Spirits in Bondage
may have been given to Mrs. Moore and later
burnt by her. Lewis had Arthur Greeves send
to Janie Moore soon after 31 December 1917
the majority of the poems which appear in
that book (CL 1.350; TST 205). Lewis
obviously had them back as he worked on his
book, but two of the poems—the Despoina
poems (“Apology” and “Ode for New Year’s
Day”)—were written about her, if somewhat
indirectly. (For an argument to this effect, see
this author’s “From Despoina to Δ.”) Thus,
because of the two poems, the book to some
degree was “hers” and the materials may have
been given to her.
5The title “The Northern Dragon” is
taken by Drout from the chapter in The
Pilgrim’s Regress in which the poem appears
(email from Michael D. C. Drout)—Bk. 10, Ch.
8—not from a manuscript nor from a
separately published version of the poem.
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The Pedagogical Value of The Screwtape Letters
for a New Generation
Brenton Dickieson
University of Prince Edward Island

Introduction
Seventy years ago, C.S. Lewis’ The
Screwtape Letters launched the public career
of this quiet Oxford don. 1 In doing so, he
inaugurated a genre of demonic epistolary
fiction, where “good” is only good from the
perspective of the demon who is trying to
devour the soul of the human. Lewis’ inverse
perspective approach inspired dozens of
writers interested in Christian formation and
theological
conversation.
With
everincreasing copycats and millions of copies
sold, The Screwtape Letters has made an
impact.
But does it remain relevant to today,
seventy years later and an entire worldview
away? Based on two teaching units of a single
religious studies class, I argue that The
Screwtape Letters are relevant, both in genre
and content, even at a secular undergraduate
school with mostly generically spiritual,
nonreligious, agnostic, or atheistic students.
From the results of a spiritual perspective
survey and various teaching methods, and
including the analysis of 95 student-crafted
Screwtape-styled letters reflecting upon their
own culture, we see that the genre of demonic
epistolary fiction is useful for giving space to
creative cultural critique and the content
provides inspiration for that critique.
Screwtape Letters in History

Although C.S. Lewis disliked writing
from Screwtape’s perspective (Hooper 2004,
830), he does provide his own second
attempt, “Screwtape Proposes a Toast,” a

keynote address by Screwtape to one of Dr.
Slubgob’s graduating class at the Tempters'
Training College (Lewis 1959). Not only did
he prefer not to continue on the Screwtape
tradition himself, Lewis resisted some
responses to the Letters. One fan, a Mr. Smoot,
created an index that, if printed with the
book, Lewis thought would give away the
“joke” (Hooper 2004, 758). Lewis also
rejected a proposal by BBC editor and
playwright Lancelot Sieveking to adapt The
Screwtape Letters for the stage. Lewis
suggested he would be better as a literary
influence: “All he really wants,” Lewis
asserted, “is the general diabolical
framework” (Hooper 2004, 925).
It appears that Lewis’ “general
diabolical framework” caught on. The first
Screwtape Letter was published in the
Anglican periodical, The Guardian, on May 2,
1941, and was followed in print on February
9, 1942. Struck by the book, popular mystery
author Dorothy L. Sayers began a
conversation with Lewis through letters. A
year later, Sayers sent Lewis an advanced
copy of her plays, The Man Born to Be King,
accompanied by a Screwtape-styled letter
where Sluckdrib is the newly assigned
demon, Screwtape the mentor, and Sayers
herself the patient—what Lewis calls the
human victim of temptation. In literary selfdeprecation, Sluckdrib’s assessment of Sayers
is a kind of epistolary confession:
The effect of writing these plays
upon the character of my patient is
wholly satisfactory. I have already had
the honor to report intellectual and
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spiritual
pride,
vainglory,
selfopinionated dogmatism, irreverence,
blasphemous frivolity, frequentation of
the
company
of
theatricals,
captiousness,
impatience
with
correction, polemical fury, shortness of
temper, neglect of domestic affairs, lack
of charity, egotism, nostalgia for secular
occupations, and a growing tendency to
consider the Bible as Literature
(Reynolds 2006, 199).

Lewis was evidently delighted in the
letter, suggesting that “the Sluckdrib letter is
obviously intended for human consumption,”
commenting on its artfulness, and closing
with a hope that their own epistolary
conversation will last indefinitely (Hooper
2004, 573).
Lewis approved of the first Screwtape
copycat letter, but I doubt he could have
predicted the deluge of similar attempts that
would follow. Publications in the genre have
proliferated with book treatments and blogs,
sometimes by academics and creative writers,
but often clever attempts of bloggers and
pastors at capturing Christian experience
book
from the inverse perspective. 2 With
treatments and blogs, the tradition of
demonic epistolary fiction continues among
Christians as a form of self-critique and
cultural evaluation. While a study of The
Screwtape Letters would make sense in a
Bible college, seminary, catechism, Sunday
school, or Christian university, 3 what is its
relevance in an interdisciplinary course at a
secular university?
Student Profile

I assigned The Screwtape Letters to 95
students in two subsequent sections (2011
and 2012) of the religious studies course
RS104: Myths of Hate and Evil at the
University of Prince Edward Island (UPEI).
While most students knew C.S. Lewis as the
author of the Chronicles of Narnia, previous
to the class very few knew of him as a
Christian author. Only two students indicated
they had read The Screwtape Letters previous
to the class, and no one had read any of Lewis’

apologetic books. 4 In conversation with
students, some of the declared atheists or
outspoken anti-theists knew of his
apologetics, and evangelical students had
heard him quoted in their churches, through
social media, or in other books. There are a
few evangelicals and conservative Christians
within the Centre for Christianity and Culture
at UPEI generally, and in the two sections of
the class specifically (possibly twenty to 24 of
95 students, as we see in Table 1), but very
few showed any critical knowledge of Lewis’
work.
Table 1: Religious Landscape

Christian
Catholic
Protestant
Orthodox/
E. Catholic
Evangelical
SNRs
Not
Religious
Agnostic/
Unsure
NonChristian
Religion

RS
104
(/95)

RS 104
(%)

PEI
(2001) 5

Canada
(2006) 6

Canada
(2031) 7

US
(2011) 8

53

55.8%

92.8%

74.8%

64.8%

78.4%

29

30.5%

42.8%

27.6%

21.3%

51.3%

20
4

2024
17
24
11
3

21.1%
4.2%

21.1%25.3%

47.4%
<0.1%

42.5%
1.7%

36.6%
2.3%

8.3%19.3%

12% 9

25.3%

6.7%

17.5% 11

20.9%

3.2%

<0.1%

7.7%

14.3%

17.9%
11.6%

n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a

n/a

23.9%
0.6%

26.3%

n/a

20% 10

n/a

2.4%

16.1%
4.7%

Moreover, while Prince Edward
Island (PEI) has high rates of attendance at
religious services, at 53% in 2003 with 92.8%
of people declaring themselves to be
Christian (Clark 2003),
it is not a
predominantly evangelical province. In the
2001 Census, 4.5%, 0.7%, and 0.2% were
Baptist, Pentecostal, and Christian Reformed
respectively. 12 Other conservative churches
and undesignated Christians were recorded
at 0.5% and 2.4% respectively, making a low
ballpark evangelical count of 8.3%. In Prince
Edward Island, Presbyterians (5.9%) and
Anglicans (4.9%) may or may not classify
themselves as conservative or evangelical;
including these denominations would extend
the evangelical count to 19.3% (StatsCan
2001). The Evangelical Fellowship of Canada
admits the problems of counting evangelicals
in Canada, but approximates that 12% of
Canadians are evangelical (EFC), which lies
3

The Pedagogical Value of The Screwtape Letters for a New Generation · Brenton Dickieson

within our low and high count of evangelicals
and indicates that an evangelical cohort of
1/5-1/4 in RS 104 is higher than average.
How do we account for this
statistically interesting difference? We cannot
account for it only by considering that there is
a committed religious component within
religious studies—only 14/95 students
studied or intended to study religion at
UPEI—but I do think that the nature of the
course material is likely to draw in active
believers as the course asks the big questions
about evil, God, and suffering. I think too,
perhaps, that the distribution of UPEI
students—of 4600 students in Fall, 2010,
70.9% were from PEI, 17.5% from other
Canadian provinces, and 11.6% from other
parts of the world (UPEI 2011)—means that
statistics from Prince Edward Island are only
partially predictive.
All of the students in the 2011-2012
Myths of Hate and Evil class were between
the ages of eighteen and 25, so what do the
statistics say about Prince Edward Island
about this particular demographic? Granted
that Prince Edward Islanders are more
engaged in their local churches, can we expect
university students to follow this trend?
Unfortunately, at 133,385 residents in 2001,
PEI is too small to warrant statistically
significant subset data or particular studies of
populations. PEI does demonstrate a drop in
church attendance from 1986 (63%) to 2001
(53%), indicating a generational shift in
commitment (Clark 2000). Similarly, Warren
Clark (2000) notes that monthly attendance
among 15-24 year old Canadians was 26%—
which matches our class survey at 24.2% (see
Table 1)—while one-third of 45-54 year olds
and more than half of senior citizens attended
services regularly. In Restless Gods: The
Renaissance of Religion in Canada, Canadian
sociologist Reginald W. Bibby (2002) argues
that the downward trend of religion is a
misreading of a more complex situation.
Contrary to his previous research, Bibby
argues that Canadians are satisfied with their
religious commitments, are experiencing God,
and evangelical churches are growing. In the
early part of the last decade, Bibby argued

that something significant was happening in
Canadian religion.
As the decade continued, however,
Bibby (2009) observed a notable shift away
from religious attendance among teens and
young adults, much of which he attributed to
“the failure of three traditionally prominent
players to relate well to teenagers: the United
Church, Anglican Church, and Catholic Church
in Quebec” (i). Bibby (2009) goes on to argue
that restless Canadians were polarizing in
their commitment, leading young people to
commit fully or disengage entirely. “Religion
in Canada is not what it used to be,” Bibby
argues. “The results are showing up in this
latest generation of young teenage
millennials. They haven’t learned religion like
the alphabet” (10-11). So, while 53% of
“Islanders” attended church monthly, only
24.2% of RS 104 students did the same, and
more than half rarely or never attended, with
20% who had never been connected, 23.2%
who intentionally disconnected, and 16.8%
disinterested completely (see Table 2).
Table 2:
Religious Commitments of RS 104
Students

Describe your level of
commitment to your faith

/95

Go to services at least monthly

23

24.2%

Private religious response

12

12.6%

Go to services occasionally
Disinterested

No longer involved
Never connected

12
16
22
19

%

12.6%
16.8%
23.2%
20%

Moreover, in the recent release of two
key books about the emerging generation,
unChristian (2007) and You Lost Me, (2011)
David Kinnaman and the Barna Group argue
that there is a fundamental change in the
Christian experience of young Americans.
Kinnaman (2011) calls it a “seismic shift” (14)
and a “new mindset” (13) among
mosaics/millenials, so that “59 percent of
young people with a Christian background
report that they had or have ‘dropped out of
4
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attending church, after going regularly’” (23).
In chapter two of You Lost Me, “Access,
Alienation, Authority,” Kinnaman argues that
the emerging generation is different in its
church connection because the culture is
essentially changed—nothing less than a
worldview shift. Disconnected teens become
disappeared twenty-somethings and, unlike
previous generations, Kinnaman suspects
that these prodigals are not going to return
when they settle down and have kids.
Bibby (2009) notes similar findings
in Canada, and a spate of surveys and media
reports suggest this movement with such
titles as, “Canadians Split On Whether
Religion Does More Harm in the World than
Good,” (Ipsos-Reid), “Canada Marching from
Religion to Secularization” (Valpy & Friesen
2010), and “Teens Lose Faith in Droves: Islam
and Atheism are on the Rise while
Christianity Fades” (Lunau 2009). This trend
is suggested in our class survey, with 25.3%
indicating they were not religious, including
11.6% who were agnostic or uncertain, and
8.4% who self-designated as atheist. The
business of determining what is really
happening among the “non-religious”
segment of the Canadian population is
difficult to read, as very few call themselves
either atheist or agnostic. Although 6.7% of
Prince Edward Islanders and 17.5% of
Canadians self-designate as non-religious,
surveys consistently demonstrate that about
one in four Canadians do not believe in God
(TheStar.com). In a survey of surveys, Phil
Zuckerman (2007) shows that 19%-30% of
Canadians fall under the definition of atheist
(48), 13 so our class survey represents the
expected range even if it seems high for PEI
(where more than 9/10 are Christian).
Although Bibby (2007) continues to argue a
counterpoint, or at least a correction of
interpretation, religious disconnection seems
to be a trend, and a more frequent than
average agnostic and atheistic selfdesignation evident in RS 104 might actually
be suggestive of a suspected shift in teens and
twenty-somethings.
What is most difficult to analyze
among religious trends in the last decade is

the category of Spiritual but not Religious
(SNR). 10/95 students defined themselves as
SNR, and another seven said they believed in
God but had no religion, so that 17.9%
broadly fit in the SNR category. There is no
2001 Census SNR category—nor a 2011
Census category for future research—and
very few Canadian surveys of note. A 2010
Carleton University survey did find that most
people still believed in God and heaven, and
wanted to have a spiritual connection even as
they were disconnecting from traditional
religion (Boswell 2010). In the write-in
portion of the class survey, a number of
students expressed a connection with God, or
Jesus and Christianity specifically. But a
number of them expressed hope that God was
real, even though they had trouble believing.
Moreover, nine students wished they were
more committed, and more than one-third
believed in God. As one student said, “I
believe there is something more. I’m spiritual
and I remain optomistic ,” 14 connecting with
the sentiment in Trisha Elliott’s 2009
Observer article, “I’m not religious. I’m
spiritual.” 15 Rather than a rejection of God—
which fewer and fewer young adults have a
family context for—we may be seeing a
rejection of the traditional church.
In this context, it might be strange to
offer a unit on The Screwtape Letters—a book
about belief written by an evangelical and
published originally in a denominational
magazine seventy years earlier. Moreover,
just over a third of student (37/95) believed
that Satan was anything more than a symbolic
embodiment of evil, and only about a quarter
(24/95) believed that Satan and demons
tempt humans (see Appendix II). What
possible relevance could a demonic epistolary
fiction on Christian faith have to an
unbelieving and disconnected generation in a
secular university?
Description of Project

Since Lewis’ ostensibly Christian
work is foreign to the majority of students, as
are his spiritual assumptions about the world,
I approached the unit using a number of
5
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teaching styles. To prepare for the unit, I
lectured on myths and mythology, and how
authors like J.R.R. Tolkien and C.S. Lewis used
the myth genre to ask the question, “Is there
more than there is?”—is our world merely
material or is there something more? 16 We
then moved into a lecture on “Mythology and
Genesis,” how Genesis asks and answers key
questions that are still relevant today. 17
Finally, during “Satan Week,” we talked about
the genesis and evolution of Satan, beginning
in the Old Testament creation narrative, going
through the Bible and Christian history, and
following the images of Satan and demons in
art and popular culture. 18
After setting The Screwtape
Letters in the context of the biblical story of
creation and fall, as well as historical and
popular understanding of demons, we moved
on to the book discussion. As the classes were
larger than what is ideal for discussions—4550 active students in each cohort—I divided
the class into two discussion groups, each
fifty minutes in length. Within the discussion
group, students were assigned into break-out
group to share quotable Screwtape moments.
After some sharing with their break-out
groups, I led a discussion that focussed on
drawing out the best moments of Screwtape
in order to demonstrate Lewis’ subtle
approach to temptation, which stands in
contrast to demons as imagined in pop
culture. In preparation for the class, each
student was required to write a concise
critique and personal response to the book;
following the discussion, students were
required to answer exam questions, draw a
picture of how they imagined Satan, and write
an original Screwtape letter that is relevant to
their world. They were also asked to
complete an anonymous spiritual perspective
survey, which helped create the baseline for
understanding the spiritual (or non-spiritual)
perspective of the class as a whole. (see
Appendix I).
Of particular interest to this paper is
the assignment to write an original Screwtape
letter:

I want you to bring to the exam ... a
single Screwtape-style letter. Think
about Screwtape's
approach
to
temptation: the slow, quiet, easy road
to hell through small temptations so a
person
disappears
into
an
imperceptible mist where God is
distant and there is no self-awareness.
What would be a relevant way of
approaching the question of temptation
today? Through Screwtape's voice,
what method would you use today?

You can use any demonic characters
you want to tackle any personal or
cultural issue you'd like (you don't have
to use Screwtape-Wormwood). Be
cunning, wise, cutting, sarcastic,
pretentious—whatever works. As long
as it is creative, intelligent, and fits the
demonic epistolary fiction style, I'm
excited to read it.

In analyzing these letters, we can see
the relevance of Lewis’ invented genre of
demonic epistolary fiction in giving space to
creative cultural critique and for thinking
about temptation in general.
Student Letter Analysis
Creative Framing

One of the great outcomes of this
unusual student project was the sheer
inventiveness of the responses, particularly
considering that this is a first-year course
with students drawn from a variety of
disciplines (see Appendix II). We will explore
some of that creative content below, but the
framing of the letters was a lot of fun. 54
students used Wormwood as recipient and
Screwtape as mentor, staying with Lewis’ setup rather than using “the general diabolical
framework.” Most used Screwtape as the
mentor even if they chose to replace the
devoured Wormwood with another demon,
like Pukewart, Z-Ro, Twigmentia, Tapeworm,
Gallstone, Xanthanoplasokotons, Echo, #642,
Millepedious, Memnoch, and three brothers
of Wormwood: Prankpuke, Verin, and
6
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Mungwort—bodily functions were popular,
as were body parts, as seen in the clearly
demonic “Muffintop.” There were some
creative exceptions to Screwtape as the
mentor, including Narcissus, Snake-coil,
Hoarkin, and, intriguingly, Aunt Suetape—
only five students had an obviously female
demon. A number of students paid homage to
pop culture, including Damian and
Wigglesworth, Host-Buster (a 1980s hint?),
Belthazer, Beatlejuice, Leonard (from Big
Bang Theory), Wormtail and Ravenclaw,
Hellsangel, Jadis, and Rebecca Black. There
were some intriguing personal responses to
the framing of the letters: two women used
themselves as the senior demon, and one
student wrote about a “real” demon named
“Eba” he met during a Ouija board experience
in high school. See Appendix III for a
complete list of demonic names.
Creative Risk

The innovation of students was not
limited to the framing, or to the cultural
critique (see below), but the letters
themselves were quite well done in general
and the students took creative risks. The
satire and sarcasm is biting, and many took
advantage of Screwtape’s pretentious and
verbose lectures to attempt various demonic
voices. One of the letters came in as printout
of a 90s-styled digital communiqué, and
another was burnt along the edges with a
smattering of blood (red ink, I hope) on top of
a scripted hand. A handful of them included
creative signatures. While hardly subtle, one
letter that captures the humorous risk some
students took has Screwtape writing to his
daughter, Rebecca Black—the infamous
Youtube viral celebrity of 2011, who received
hundreds of millions of hits for her autotune
vanity hit, “Friday”:
This could be the most influential tip
that I could possible ever give you
Rebecca. Whatever you do, do not stop
making your horrible, horrible music.
Your music alone is bringing the Earth’s
people farther and farther away from
the Enemy and closer to our Father

Below. You must tempt your patient to
believe that your music is the best
music and get him to promote it to
everyone he knows. This way hell on
Earth will surely come ... at an
extremely quick rate.

Another letter mentioned the “total
satanic control” of the Twilight franchise.
While students leaned on pop culture themes,
extremely popular things were not well loved,
as Lady Gaga was rejected in one letter in
favour of K’Naan. Another ending captures
cult classic film The Princess Bride: “Good
night #642; good work; sleep well; I’ll most
likely eat you in the morning, #7.
While this humorous critique lacks
some depth in his risk, others get to the
centre of the issue:
Don’t get so damn excited by his
immediate suffering; your stomach will
only growl more ferociously when it
realizes you blundered such an
excellent opportunity.
Disdainfully,
Mara

Creative Critique

I asked the students to write a
contemporary Screwtape letter that provided
some sort of cultural critique. Despite an
impressive diversity of responses, there was a
lot of overlap in theme—and a number of
letters covered more than one theme, or used
one thing to lead to another. The demonic
attacks, however, fell along seven key areas:
1) Vocation; 2) Apathetic Arts; 3)
Relationships; 4) Stuff and Status; 5) Teen
Fall; 6) Mental Illness; and 7) Big Ideas.
Vocation

While distraction and procrastination
is covered under Apathetic Arts, there was a
sense among students that a demon’s time
would be well used in making it difficult for
students to complete their education, which
would have consequences for their feelings of
self-worth, or make them “harmoniously
7
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hopeless,” as one student put it. The “caring
mentor,” Pravusimia warns Millepedious that
humans:
exist on a day-to-day basis, with pitiful
dreams to keep them going. Most
humans will continue to have these
dreams while never actually making
any moves toward achieving them....
What you must realize is that these
creatures are lazy, and while this may
not seem like a big and grand sin, it is
the essential quality that turns these
humans from able, strong creatures to
unsightly lumps of flesh so caught up in
self loathing that they will never see
anything but their inner loss and pain.
When they are this focussed on
themselves; their failures, their lack of
worth, and their jealousy of others
there is no possible way for the Enemy
to turn them from our path.

This student captures the subtlety of
Screwtape’s
approach
as
especially
emphasized throughout Letter XII: “Murder is
no better than cards if cards can do the trick.
Indeed, the safest road to Hell is the gradual
one—the gentle slope, soft underfoot, without
sudden turnings, without milestones, without
signposts” (Lewis 1996, 61). The context of
the temptations looks like it has changed—
instead of “cards,” Millipedious need only
look at “their consumer driven society-they
want and need and will spend any amount of
money” on toys, as Pravusimia puts it—but
the shift is a small one, from a 1940s
distraction to a 21st century one. The base
human loss of dreams to every day mundane
lack of vision is the same, as we see in
another piece of advice: “Keep her mind off
playing music, make her believe it is pointless
because it will get her nowhere in the future.”
From a demonic perspective, one dream can
be easily swapped with another.
One of the vocation letters hints at
Sayers’ own Sluckdrib letter. “I am pleased
that we have learned that your patient is a
writer. Writers are a rare breed that are quite
easy to exploit, draw into darkness and drive
into madness.” Screwtape encourages

Wormwood to have some fun torturing an
already tortured soul through writer’s block,
rabbit holes, and technological failure, but
gives a particularly Screwtapian warning:
But a word of caution. Writers are often
creative thinkers. You must not let the
writer come to imagine things he
cannot possibly understand; especially
the workings of our system. The writer
may be just clever enough to figure out
the tactics we use to attempt to bring
him to the dark side and if he does so,
and writes about it, our game is over.

The student, an aspiring writer, 19
truly captures the struggle of threatened
dreams.
Apathetic arts

Wasted Time was the specific focus of
eight letters, and referenced throughout the
entire collection of RS104 student responses.
From the perspective of students today,
procrastination seems like an important
demonic element—perhaps some felt that
temptation in doing this project!—though the
results of this kind of distraction are not
always emphasized. It was generally hoped
that technology would cause the greatest
wastes of time, including television, the
Internet, online multi-player interactive
games, text messaging, and using social
platforms like Facebook or Twitter. For a
couple of students, that wasted time could
even come from music—not just as a digital
soundtrack to their lives, but a focus on
discovery of new music or getting lost in what
he or she loves.
Besides of the sheer waste of time, the
result of losing one’s self to technology is a
kind of dependence or addiction: one cannot
go back to older platforms, people feel a
“craving for disaster,” or stammer for
confirmation of self-worth, and there is a
need for access (which tries patience and
leads to frustration when unavailable). Social
platforms and the internet in general
cultivate “a sense of comfort with dishonesty
due to the anonymity of the entire thing” and
8
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a sense of dissatisfaction with self. In the
assessment that the human is “little more
than a cluster of appetites,” through gaming,
connection, and pornography there is the
“bombardment of stimuli [that] is a
wonderful weapon to be used against them as
it dulls their senses”—another approach to
the refinement of the Apathetic Arts. One
student summarized this temptation well in a
complement from The Father Below to an onduty demon, Z-Ro:
Never did I expect that under your
watch, the patient would come to the
realization that a wasted life has
nothing to do with wasting talent, but
everything to do with not enjoying all
that it [life] has to offer.

Such is the sublime nature of the
inverse perspective.
Relationships

Given the stage of life our Screwtape
letter-writers are in, it is no surprise that the
topic of relationships—both romances and
friendships—would emerge as an important
theme. In general, though, these letters were
not as critical or as invested in risk-taking.
Lust was the focus in nine letters (sometimes
with technology as the gateway), and
adultery the focus in six, with another
drawing out jealousy as a key precursor to
adultery. One more letter used sex to draw
the person into buying into the idea of the
“here and now” instead of focussing on
eternal realities. Intriguingly, only one of the
sexualized scenarios brought up the idea of
trust—for most, it was the badness of
adultery or lust that was the key focus, not
the consequence that sex or lust or broken
trust would have on the soul of the sinner.
There was also little consideration for the
collateral damage of this sexualized sin, no
thought of the porn worker or used partner.
In general, the letters were
ambiguous about whether love was good (i.e.,
bad). One, however, captures Screwtape’s
perspective well: “Although love is our
enemy, lust is our friend.” Puppy love and

Valentine’s day are good distractions from
real love, and broken love was generally
considered a good opportunity to attack.
Although consumer technology is sold
as a means to draw people together, with
some demonic help students believed it could
destroy relationships and move people to the
point where they are relating to almost no
one at all—in trying to “connect” they create
isolation: “What very few of them seem to
realize, is that these devices allow them to
communicate base facts with one another, but
not really connect with any other human;
they never touch another’s soul.” The theme
of division and loneliness was particularly
poignant in the 2012 letters. Overall, four
students used dislike and annoyance of
friends as a key factor in temptation (much
like Screwtape suggested to Wormwood for
the Patient and his mother in letters III, IV,
and X), and this tactic was referenced in other
letters. As part of the lead up to the Teen Fall
(see below), three student letters specifically
focused on the bad influence of peers—but
again, peer pressure was generally a gateway
to demonic success.
Stuff and status

Certainly Lewis would not have
understood the phrase “indie cred,” but one
paper, among a handful of letters that tried to
hold status and stuff together, used “indie
cred” to capture that feeling of status that
comes through fashionable sensibility or
being set apart. From the student perspective,
the “stuff” supports and defines the status of
the individual within relationships:
Make your patients assume the
positions on the hierarchy of what they
call “indie cred”. Grow what is already
implanted within them; a score board
for tabulating their laughably vain
credentials by which they will keep
track of their own personal power.
This, more stimulating, way of
tabulating ‘indie cred’ which demolishs
pleasurable, true, companionship based
on non-judgmental exchanges of
experience, and the lack of power

9

The Pedagogical Value of The Screwtape Letters for a New Generation · Brenton Dickieson

relations... Your patients will see,
almost transparent, like a windshield of
their visual field, a colourful, digital
score-keeping system. By this, they will
learn which behaviours to discontinue
based on the score, whether, high or
low, hot or not, like or dislike, which is
gauged by the social groups reactions
to the patients’ behaviours.

The reader can truly see the
emotional tensions young adults feel in the
relational struggle that is status. The mentor,
Snake-Coil, is afraid that complex web of inand out-group assessment will be too much
for his mentee, Host-Buster. But he
encourages him to see through the
complexities: “Just implant this digital system,
and not to worry, the patient will not suspect
any change in their original state, as they had
evolved to think in terms of computer
software anyway.”
Some of the letters in this category
focused on the pure materiality of stuff or the
vainglory of status. Fame, as fleeting as it can
be, was the lust-choice of some demons, with
the inevitable moral compromise that it
brings: “to make sacrifices in order to further
her successions in the path of fame and
fortune.” One demon, Perscitus, noted that,
after all, if you make one successfully stolen
patient famous, you can steal the souls of
millions more.
Although materialism in general was
hinted at throughout, money was a more
common theme in 2012, with two focusing
specifically on the idea of dependence, where
demons work slowly to help the patients
build up their fortune, and then have it taken
away. 20 In one letter, the demon’s focus was
the experience of lust, and was indifferent
about whether that was done through money
or sex. Feelings such as entitlement and an
expectation of access fuel a kind of
consumerism that feeds selfishness. While
some focussed on the Stuff itself—a desire for
“what’s hot” and the newest gadgets as a goal
in and of itself—others saw the end of
consumerism, which is loving what is “manmade over man,” that humans can believe

that stuff is more important than people. One
critical letter pointed out that people could be
a kind of stuff—relationships themselves are
the key status symbols.
Teen fall

One theme that I had not
anticipated—though I probably should
have—and that Lewis himself never
addressed, was the theme of the teen fall, the
sense of the innocent teenager slowly slipping
into hell-bound adulthood. Typically this is
best done by sex—at least six letters made
that a focus—and is often pre-empted by
drinking and partying. As Bitteruse writes to
her son, Daidark, “what your infirm
interpreted as freedom and independence, he
was actually making himself much more
vulnerable to failure.”
Not all of the letters under the theme
of Teen Fall were the big teen sins, however.
Self-image was a struggle brought up by three
as key points, once in reference to the media
specifically, where media was a tool to
manipulate self-image and generate a sense
of failure, not unlike Letter XX of The
Screwtape Letters. While friends were never
recruited specifically as co-tempters (except
in one letter, possibly), the temptation of a
teen’s circle of friends was hinted at in the
self-esteem and loneliness letters.
Overall, students were aware of the
dangers that they can experience at a
vulnerable age, and the temptations fell into
the two general camps of partying and a
struggle with self-image. None of them,
however, came close to the Kinnaman and
Hawkin’s (2011) analysis of why older teens
and twenty-somethings are really leaving the
church.
Mental illness

Admittedly, I was surprised by how
few papers dealt with mental illness as a
topic, particularly considering the prevalence
of debilitating depression, substance abuse,
and mental disorders on campus. 21 One of the
letters on drugs deals with addiction in a way
10
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that practitioners would define as a mental
illness, but only one paper overtly mentioned
mental illness. In a letter on depression, the
patient has become aware of her depression,
so her demon, Belthazor, must work to
ensure she continues in a downward spiral.
The letter is critical of doctors, who merely
prescribe addictive drugs that become “her
only ally,” and uses fear to keep the patient
from truly sharing her feelings with anyone
who matters. In this case, the patient’s
boyfriend’s demon, Bearthroat, will cooperate
to make him realize he is too young to be
supporting someone with so many problems.
“If all goes as planned within the next month
she will have broken up with her boyfriend
and have lost all those closest to her.” While
one could critique the letter, arguing that God
would have an understanding of the
physiological conditions of the vulnerable
patient, the letter captures truth beyond the
illness itself. Screwtape encourages Belthazor
to work hard in making every day worse than
the last, and that he must “keep her away
from music, laughter and even crying,”
keeping emotion in until she pushes love
away forever. It is a poignant letter.
There were other letters that hinted
at mental illness. 22 One spoke of loss that
leads alcohol and drug addiction. Most of the
addictions, though, were about social
drinking and media—the draw of technology,
the lure of disasters and excitement, etc.—not
really about addiction as we understand it
medically. Even in the discussions of
pornography, the focus was not about
addiction, but about habit or the badness of
lust itself.
Big ideas

Given the context of the class and the
diversity of student experiences, I was
surprised big idea pieces did not dominate
the student response. Perhaps since we
emphasized Screwtape’s subtle approach, big
questions seemed to push past the
boundaries of the assignment. Three pieces
were entirely about questions of life, the
universe, and everything. Two pieces tried to

strip the patient of a sense of absolute truth,
one in the area of ethics, leading to moral
ambiguity. Three students used the cause of
the environment as the focus of their letters.
One used it to bring out pride and idolatry in
morally superior environmentalists (“the best
environmentalists had foggy minds and pride
in their work”), one as a critique of
environmentalism as a kind of idolatry (the
only “true religion”), and one from the other
angle, where demons are working to create
hell on earth through environmental
degradation.
In 2012, pride became a theme in four
letters (including two letters where
Screwtape attempts to usurp power from the
Father Below). One of these pride letters
demonstrated a sophisticated path from an
awareness of the “other,” to a discomfort with
those who disagree, through spiritual pride to
a hatred of the other that is equated in the
patient’s mind as love for God. The subtext of
religious hypocrisy and Christian selfrighteousness in some of the letters is drawn
into connection directly with bigotry through
pride in this letter. Within a faith perspective,
despair, lack of hope, and unanswered prayer
emerge as manipulative tactics. Surprisingly,
though, direct temptations to reduce or
remove faith were relatively rare. One letter
talked about how small habits can lead to sin
and destruction, and others touched on fear
of death, un-forgiveness, and doubt in
general.
The original Screwtape Letters are
filled with Christian self-critique, but this
inward lens was lacking in most of the letters.
There were critiques of casual Christianity
and hypocrisy, as well as a scathing letter
encouraging the patient to take a consumer
approach to church:
The best image you can put in his mind
of the pathetic place the humans call
church, is a place where he is not
required to do anything, rather a place
where he pays his money, and then
leaves it up to the ‘employees’ to make
him feel comfortable.
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In the letter featuring the Ouija Board
demon, Eba, Christian unity was the key
concern, but Christian division was not a
popular theme. Because Valentine’s Day was
close to the discussion due date, it appeared
here and there. One student’s Screwtape
cackles with success at the evolution of this
originally Christian holiday:
The true meaning of this day has been
lost to the vast majority of the hairless
apes for centuries, fading into the
rotting history books that very few care
to even glance at, much less open and
read. Instead of honouring the fallen
martyrs of the old (and indeed far more
dangerous) Christian religion of the
third century A.D., humanity has
twisted this once dangerous (one might
even say perilous) day to the cause of
Our Father Below into a capitalist,
corporate, financial driven day.
Humans of course are completely
oblivious to this (it is rather amusing
how little they know of their own
history!), and therein lies the point in
which you must focus your efforts.

Given that only a quarter of students
are actively involved in churches, perhaps
only punctuated moments of Christian selfcritique should be expected.
While
Screwtape
encouraged
Wormwood to surround his human with
people who were “superficially intellectual,
and brightly sceptical about everything”
(Lewis 1996, 49), two people argued that
taking science at university would be a lock
for disbelief. As one student wrote on her
spiritual assessment survey, “I believe in God,
but my boyfriend believes in science.” It was
evident that some students believed that free
thought and skepticism would be problematic
to the Enemy, but others saw critical thinking
within a Lewisian perspective: “The arenas of
the Young Minds, these so called universities,
are places where free thought is encouraged.
What a vile concept that the Enemy allows
such insects to march where Angels once
tread.” Even in this letter, though, the young
minds are as likely to be won over to belief in

“something rather than someone,” so not
really a victory at all, at least from the
Screwtapian perspective.
Evaluation and Critique

Assigning students to write letters
from a demonic perspective as a pilot project
has some risks. There is the possibility that
nontheistic students could misunderstand the
assignment and feel trapped into adopting a
Christian perspective, though that does not
seem to have been a concern. The assignment
is designed to draw out critical thinking—
which the above data demonstrates
successfully—though it probably favours
literature students, artists and writers, and
students with more experience at university
(and life in general). However, of the students
that completed the project as assigned, none
of them failed, and the grade distribution was
high, but not unusual, with class averages of
B+ on the project (in a class with a Baverage).
From a teaching perspective, these
letters were a lot of fun to read. They gave me
insight as a teacher into the things that
undergrads are thinking about. I would have
written different letters to critique our shared
zeitgeist, but that is precisely the point: with
these letters, I can see the world in which I
am teaching from another point of view.
Moreover, the upside down student letters
allowed me to see how students were
processing The Screwtape Letters in a nontest setting. At the very least, this assignment
gives another avenue for processing a book
that is relatively foreign to most students in
language, culture and religious perspective.
Perhaps the biggest critique is that a
number of students completely lacked
Screwtape’s shrewd approach, the slow, even
road to hell. The teen fall section largely
lacked that subtlety, viewing partying as an
end in and of itself. One demon encouraged
her mentee to lead her human toward boys
with tattoos so that seduction would be
certain. In three of those letters, the casual
drinking would inevitably lead to problem
drinking. Certainly I want our students to be
12
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concerned about substance abuse, but the
drop is a steady one. I also want students to
be concerned about racism—we do a unit on
“Hatred and the Holocaust”—but two papers
moved from annoyance to stereotype to
hatred to violence in a single letter. One letter
tackled problem gambling, going from the
first lottery ticket to entire family loss in four
paragraphs. The subject of alcoholism and
drugs was the focus of three more letters, and
one demon with high ambitions attempted
alcoholism, sex, war, and suicide in the same
temptation!
Some also confused the means with
the end. The letter that captures this concern
best is the one that begins with “cell phones
are the greatest example of evil in the world
today”—perhaps some global experience
would help the student see the cell phone as a
means to either good or evil, and how her
demon could harness that evil to his
nefarious purposes.
It is not that these students all did
poorly in their assignments. One student who
spoke to me about her own drug addiction
wrote this note to Wormwood: “after a child
has experienced the substances for some time
they become completely and utterly devoted
to them, which means they become
completely and utterly devoted to us.”
Another demonstrated how the patient’s “slip
into reality-altering substance use seemed
rather unforced,” which will lead to a loss of
his school year, new habits, and unnecessary
debt. Some of the bolder letters were quite
good. It is simply that in a minority of letters,
students chose a method that was the
opposite of Screwtape’s “surest way to hell,”
the imperceptible decline that will avoid
awakening the human patient to his (or,
occasionally, her) real condition.
This lack of subtlety causes me to
consider including a lecture on The Screwtape
Letters going into the discussion or in
preparation for the letter-writing assignment.
Perhaps I did not emphasize well enough
what I think is Lewis’ own best analysis of his
work: “that far the strongest card in our
enemies’ hand is the actual course of the
world: and that quite apart from particular

evils like war and revolutions” (Hooper 2004,
747). I think, however, that the combination
of teaching approaches to the material listed
above is sufficient to cover the material.
Moreover, I want students to bring their own
ideas to their work. In the end, regardless of
the approach or even the subject of cultural
critique, students who wrote thoughtfully,
creatively, and critically did quite well. It is
worthwhile, however, to consider revising the
assignment description to provide more
specific guidance.
Conclusion

Despite some letters that were
weaker in cultural evaluation or in using The
Screwtape Letters to form their own
Screwtape critique, the inverse perspective
was valuable in two key ways. Even at a
secular university where a majority of
students are non-active or non-religious, the
genre of demonic epistolary fiction is helpful
for giving space to cultural critique and the
content provides inspiration for a creative
response to issues in their world. For
example, while Kinnaman is concerned in You
Lost Me about a generation addicted to access
and consumed with entitlement, the
Screwtape genre helps students think about
their relationship with technology and peer
groups critically. Most of the responses were
concerned with the consequences of an
action, and not just the action itself. Given the
diverse response and the high quality of the
letters, it seems that the assignment gives
space also for students to develop literary
artistry. It is no surprise, then, that demonic
epistles have emerged outside of Christian
circles, tackling issues of pedagogy,
psychotherapy, creativity, and war. There is
even a letter of luciferian advice to a junior
Palaeolithic archaeologist critiquing a
contemporary theme in archaeology (Shea
2011). Evidently, both the genre and message
of the The Screwtape letters continues to be
relevant among academics, pastors, and
writers, and is demonstrably relevant to
thinking students of all backgrounds.
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Appendix I: RS 104 Spiritual Perspectives Survey
To give the class a sense of what kinds of students we have, and to aid in a piece I am writing about The
Screwtape Letters, I would appreciate if you completed this anonymous survey.

I will answer the questions:
Yes

⎕

No

What are you studying/intending to study at UPEI?
Sciences/Pre-Vet
Music
Engineering/Math
Religious Studies
Business
English
Nursing
Philosophy
Computer Science
History
Psychology
Classics
What is your religious background (choose what best fits you)?
Agnostic
Hindu
Anglican/Episcopalian
I believe in God, but have
no religion
Atheist
Jewish
Baptist
Lutheran
Buddhist
Muslim
Charismatic/Pentecostal
Non-denominational
Eastern Catholic/
Christian
Orthodox
Non-religious

Sociology/Anthropology
Women’s Studies
Political Studies
Economics
Other Arts
Nothing Specific
Presbyterian
Reformed Church
Roman Catholic
Shinto
Spiritual but not Religious
United Church
Other: ______________

Describe your level of commitment to your faith:
I’m pretty hard core. I pray regularly and go to services most weeks.
It is important to me. I go to services at least once a
I am committed to pray or meditate privately, but I don’t go to services often.
I wish I was more committed. I go to services occasionally and pray when I think of it.
I still go to services occasionally, but I’m not as strong as I used to be.
Describe Your Faith Perspective In
I don’t go to services very often at all. I’m just not interested.
Your Own Words:
My religious background makes very little difference to me at all.
I used to be involved, but now I don’t believe or am not sure what I believe.
I’ve never been really connected and don’t believe.
What do you believe about the supernatural (check as many as apply)?
I believe in a personal, good, all-powerful God who loves humanity.
I believe that God is more like a force, or part of all reality.
I believe there is a Devil, Satan.
I believe that Satan is an embodiment of evil, a symbol of bad things.
I believe that Satan and demons tempt and test humans.
I believe that someone can be demon possessed.

Imagine there is a personal Satan with demons that tempt humans (as traditional
Christianity teaches). Which sentence do you think best applies?
Demons used to be big, but aren’t really around anymore.
C.S. Lewis’ The Screwtape Letters captures well the cunning and subtle nature of temptation.
Lewis was too subtle. Demon activity would look more like The Omen.
There is a constant spiritual battle over human souls that happens invisibly in the spiritual realm.
People struggle with things because we are human, so demons just nudge us in certain directions.
The vast majority of what people call demon possession has been mental or physical illness.
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Appendix II: Spiritual Perspectives Survey Student Responses
What are you studying/intending to study at UPEI?
22-Sciences/Pre-Vet
1-Engineering/Math
9-Business
0-Nursing
1-Computer Science
19-Psychology
0-Music
14-Religious Studies
14-English
2-Philosophy
Undergraduate Faculties/Schools
24-Sciences
9-Business
0-Nursing

9-History
2-Classics
14-Sociology/ Anthropology
0-Women’s Studies
1-Political Studies
1-Economics
5-Other Arts
6-Nothing Specific
1-Fine Arts (write in)
81-Arts
6-Unchosen

What is your religious background (choose what best fits you)?
7-Agnostic
0-Hindu
3-Presbyterian
1-Anglican/Episcopalian
7-I believe in God, but
2-Reformed Church
8-Atheist
have no religion
20-Roman Catholic(-4
7-Baptist
0-Jewish
cross-listed)
0-Buddhist
0-Lutheran
0-Shinto
51-Muslim
10-Spiritual but not
Charismatic/Pentecostal
8-Non-denominational
Religious
4-Eastern
Christian (-2 cross-listed)
5-United Church
Catholic/Orthodox
9-Non-religious
Other:
• 1-Jedi
• 1-Protestant (unconnected)
• 1-Wiccan
• 4-don’t know, confused, unsure
• 6-Raised Catholic
• 1-plan to study Buddhism
Religious Background
49-Designated Christian
24-Specifically designated not religious or
spiritual
20-Roman Catholic, including 4 converts
(Wicca, Baptist, Atheist x2)—Roman
Catholicism was unusual as 6 self-designated as
“raised Catholic,” presumably to indicate
separation
20-24-Evangelical (Includes Baptist,
Pentecostal, and Reformed; Presbyterian, and
Anglican may or may not be evangelical; nondenominational probably are evangelical)

17-Spiritual but Not Religious/Belief without
religion (SNR)
11-Agnostic or unsure
6-10-Other protestant
4-Eastern Catholic/Orthodox (likely includes
Maronite given the Lebanese community in
Charlottetown)
3-Non-Christian religion (Islam, Wicca, and
Jedi—21,000 Canadians self-designated as
“Jedi-Knight” in the 2001 census)

Describe your level of commitment to your faith:
15-I’m pretty hard core. I pray regularly and go to services most weeks.
8-It is important to me.
12-I am committed to pray or meditate privately, but I don’t go to services often.
9-I wish I was more committed. I go to services occasionally and pray when I think of it.
3-I still go to services occasionally, but I’m not as strong as I used to be.
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7-I don’t go to services very often at all. I’m just not interested.
9-My religious background makes very little difference to me at all.
22-I used to be involved, but now I don’t believe or am not sure what I believe.
19-I’ve never been really connected and don’t believe.
2-Did not answer

What do you believe about the supernatural (check as many as apply)?
34-I believe in a personal, good, all-powerful God who loves humanity.
39-I believe that God is more like a force, or part of all reality.
21-I believe there is a Devil, Satan.
30-I believe that Satan is an embodiment of evil, a symbol of bad things.
24-I believe that Satan and demons tempt and test humans.
24-I believe that someone can be demon possessed.

Imagine there is a personal Satan with demons that tempt humans (as traditional Christianity teaches).
Which sentence do you think best applies?
1-Demons used to be big, but aren’t really around anymore.
36-C.S. Lewis’ The Screwtape Letters captures well the cunning and subtle nature of temptation.
1-Lewis was too subtle. Demon activity would look more like The Omen or The Exorcist.
15-There is a constant spiritual battle over human souls that happens invisibly in the spiritual realm.
37-People struggle with things because we are human, so demons just nudge us in certain directions.
11-The vast majority of what people call demon possession has been mental or physical illness.
Appendix III: RS104 Demonic Names

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Pukewart (Rotlung)
Azazel (2x, 1 with Katherine-self)
Twigmentia
Ruinspike
Z-Ro
Twistwire
Muffintop
Maplesnail (Hammeruller)
Oxbottom (Zipperlodge)
Slogbottom
WormWizzLE
Jubble Heartguzzler
Leechgrub
Sonneillon
Damian (Wigglesworth)
Host-Buster (Snake-Coil)
Belthazer
Bearthroat
Tapeworm
Gallstone (Beatlejuice)
Succorbenoth (Sonneillon)
Shotglass

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Xanthanoplasokotons
Memnoch (Lasher)
Leonard (Sophie-self)
Earwax (Grub)
Millepedious (Prausimia)
Potis (Deumos)
Buer (Paimon)
Wormtail (Ravenclaw)
“comrade” (Eba, a real demon)
“subordinate tempter” (Hellsangel)
#642 (#7)
Atrotack (Hoarkin)
Prankpuke, Wormwood’s brother
Verin, Wormwood’s brother
Mungwort, Wormwood’s brother
Echo (Narcissus)
Rebecca Black
Jadis (Akuma)
Father Below (2x)
Kelsa (Mara)
Daidark (Bitturuse, female)
Kassar (Aunt Bonespawn, female)
Lola (Aunt Suetape, female)
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Whimsy and Wisdom:
Fairyland as a Window to Reality in the Fiction
of Chesterton and MacDonald
Jessica D. Dooley

A comparison of how fairyland is
employed in the fiction of G. K. Chesterton
and George MacDonald, and the role
fairyland plays in the moral development
of their fictional characters, reveals more
parallels than divergences between the
two
writers’
philosophies.
Their
treatments of fairyland share the context
of fixed moral standards that are clearly
understood by fairyland’s habitants and
visitors, and disclose the authors’ views of
the relationship between personal
responsibility
and
consequences.
Fairyland, with its mysterious, imperative
rules, and glorious generosity of rewards,
provides a framework for explication
with startling clarity the dangerous
immediacy of the consequences of moral
choice.
“We are all under the same mental
calamity; we have all forgotten our
names. We have all forgotten what
we really are. All that we call
common sense and rationality and
practicality and positivism only
means that for certain dead levels
of our life we forget that we have
forgotten. All that we call spirit and
art and ecstacy only means that for
one awful instant we remember
that we forget.”

‐ Chesterton: Orthodoxy, Ch IV:
“The Ethics of Elfland”

MacDonald and Chesterton both
use fairyland in their fiction as a device to
help us remember what we have

forgotten: that we are moral beings in a
process of development, with a positive
responsibility for our own moral
development, and that this character‐
building process is not occasional or
isolated, but is the common business of
our lives.
The first point on which both
authors agree is, that fairyland has laws,
and these laws are the laws of the moral
universe. They are fixed from the
beginning of the universe, and do not
change with time or imagination.
MacDonald describes this in his essay
“The Fantastic Imagination” (found in
both A Dish of Orts, and as his preface to
the American edition of his Fairy Tales).
He had just described how imaginative
fiction was an appropriate place for
inventing new physical laws. Then he
writes:
“In the moral world it is different:
there a man may clothe in new
forms, and for this employ his
imagination freely, but he must
invent nothing. He may not, for any
purpose, turn its laws upside down.
He must not meddle with the
relations of live souls. The laws of
the spirit of man must hold, alike in
this world and in any world he may
invent. It were no offence to
suppose a world in which
everything repelled instead of
attracted the things around it; it
would be wicked to write a tale
representing a man it called good as
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always doing bad things, or a man it
called bad as always doing good
things: the notion itself is
absolutely lawless. In physical
things a man may invent; in moral
things he must obey‐‐and take their
laws with him into his invented
world as well.”
‐ MacDonald,
“The Fantastic Imagination,”
preface to American Edition
of his fairytales

It is wonderful how closely
Chesterton parallels this conviction in the
chapter of Orthodoxy titled “The Ethics of
Elfland.” He condemns the modern
materialism that casts natural order as
empirical law, and presents as the
alternative the moral law of fairyland as a
true law.
“In fairyland there had been a real
law; a law that could be broken, for
the definition of a law is something
that can be broken.”

‐ Chesterton: Orthodoxy, Ch
IV: “The Ethics of Elfland”

The description of moral law as
something that can be broken suggests
the second point they have in common.
The moral laws of fairyland are fixed, but
characters visiting fairyland are not static.
They must interact with moral laws by
choosing to pursue good, or evil. Both are
active choices, but only one requires a
definite consciousness of choice.
However, their presentation of
fairyland
differs
significantly.
In
MacDonald’s stories, fairyland represents
the literal nature of reality, especially
spiritual reality, made tangible and fully
apparent to the senses, with all its real,
immediate, and permanent moral dangers
and consequences. In his fiction, the
danger a character experiences in
fairyland is always real, and represents
moral peril, with the chance of dangerous
failure, with real, if not always

irremediable, consequences, to both the
self, and others.
Chesterton described this quality
of MacDonald’s fiction, in his introduction
to Greville MacDonald’s biography of his
parents:
“There is – something not only
imaginative but intimately true
about the idea of the goblins being
below the house and capable of
besieging it from the cellars. When
the evil things besieging us do
appear, they do not appear outside
but inside.
“But George MacDonald did really
believe that people were princesses
and goblins and good fairies, and he
dressed them up as ordinary men
and women. The fairy‐tale was the
inside of the ordinary story and not
the outside. One result of this is that
all the inanimate objects that are
the stage properties of the story
retain that nameless glamour which
they have in a literal fairy‐tale.”
‐ From Chesterton’s Introduction to
George MacDonald and His Wife
(Greville M. MacDonald, 1924)

The stories in which Chesterton
invokes fairyland are usually set in a
practical environment, which suddenly
takes on a strange and unexpected visage,
staggering the character’s confidence in
his own understanding of the reality
around him. The phrase “it was as if,”
evoking perception, commonly prefaces
his fairy‐like descriptions. His fairyland
continually erupts from the apparently
quotidian. In Chesterton, fairyland is
blended with and emerges imperceptibly
from external life. Fairyland appears
when a character becomes aware of a
moral or spiritual phenomenon. The key
to fairyland in Chesterton is that it lives in
the perceptions of his characters.
In Chesterton’s fiction, fairyland
often represents what his protagonists
fear to be the nature of reality, rather
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than its actual nature. In Chesterton’s
depictions of fairy, there is frequently a
sense of that quality which is called “fey,”
a sense in which fairyland, its logic, and
its perceptions, is mad – or induces
madness in mortals. From “The Sins of
Prince Saradine:”
"By Jove!" said Flambeau, "it's like
being in fairyland."
Father Brown sat bolt upright in the
boat and crossed himself. His
movement was so abrupt that his
friend asked him, with a mild stare,
what was the matter.
"The people who wrote the
mediaeval ballads," answered the
priest, "knew more about fairies
than you do. It isn't only nice things
that happen in fairyland."

And presently, Father Brown
reiterates this idea of fairyland as a
dangerous place:
"I never said it was always wrong to
enter fairyland. I only said it was
always dangerous."

‐“Sins of Prince Saradine,”
The Innocence of Father Brown

When Chesterton’s characters
encounter fairyland, it inspires, or is
accompanied by, a sense of danger or
dread, a consciousness of the unknown
and the not‐altogether benevolent. His
fairylike settings feel like the breathless
stillness that precedes a thunderstorm: an
atmosphere that portends the unfolding
of a fact. Most often, his characters’ brief
mental foray into fairyland is the
atmosphere
that
precedes
the
understanding of a truth.
In
both
Chesterton
and
MacDonald, the character venturing
through fairyland needs a guide to help
them navigate truly and emerge without
harm, and this guide is wisdom. This is
the third thing their fairytales often have
in common: the presence of wisdom

embodied as a person, to assist the
character visiting fairyland to make the
right moral choices. The fundamentally
distilled
examples
are
wisdom
personified as the Wise Woman in
MacDonald, and as Father Brown in
Chesterton. But this dynamic between the
sojourner in fairyland and the agent of
wisdom appears consistently through the
fiction of both authors.
(Sidenote: The Proverbs, which
consist entirely of short statements about
wisdom, foolishness, and individual
responsibility for one’s own moral
condition through choices, presents
Wisdom embodied in a personal form,
who dialogues and reasons with the
reader, urging him to choose the right.)
Both authors agree on the source
of the moral struggle in which their
characters are engaged: the source of sin
is within the human heart.
“Anybody can be wicked – as
wicked as he chooses. We can direct
our moral wills,” says Father
Brown.
‐“The Strange Crime
of John Boulnois,”
in The Wisdom of Father Brown

A character in moral peril in “The
Hammer of God” (The Innocence of
Father Brown), asks Father Brown:
“How do you know all this?” he
cried. “Are you a devil?”
I am a man,” answered Father
Brown gravely, “and therefore have
all devils in my heart.”
‐ Chesterton,
“The Hammer of God,”
The Innocence of Father Brown

Indeed, this moral conviction
guides all Father Brown’s investigations.
He describes his conviction fully (and
reluctantly) in “The Secret of Father
Brown.”
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“You see, I had murdered them all
myself.... I had planned out each of
the crimes very carefully. I had
thought out exactly how a thing like
that could be done, and in what
style or state of mind a man could
really do it. And when I was quite
sure that I felt exactly like the
murderer myself, of course I knew
who he was. … If you try to talk
about a truth that’s merely moral,
people always think it’s merely
metaphysical. … I mean that I really
did see myself, and my real self,
committing the murders. I didn’t
actually kill the men by material
means; but that’s not the point. Any
brick or bit of machinery might
have killed them by material means.
I mean that I thought and thought
about how a man might come to be
like that, until I realized that I really
was like that, in everything except
actual final consent to the action.”
‐ Chesterton,
“The Secret of Father Brown,”
The Secret of Father Brown

In the human heart lies sin, and a
course directed by sin leads to madness,
and death. Chesterton and MacDonald
both portray this in their depictions of
fairyland. But the pursuit of wisdom, or
allowing one’s course to be guided by
wisdom, leads to an increasingly clear
vision of reality, a sanity and
understanding – in short, to interpreting
the world astutely, in accordance with
truth.
Wisdom, and its clarity of
understanding, also encompasses self‐
knowledge. The individual’s primary area
of responsibility is over the self. Those
still bound by, or actively pursuing, sin,
increasingly lack self‐knowledge, the
ability to rightly evaluate their own moral
condition, choices, and development.
These are those excluded from fairyland,
from a consciousness of the moral
universe, its choices and its imperatives.

In Chesterton, these are often hearty,
bluff, apparently sane individuals – who
are truly less sane than the character who
feels he is tottering on the brink of
madness, in fairyland.
Consider what Father Brown has
to say about self‐knowledge:
“No man’s really any good till he
knows how bad he is, or might be;
till he’s realized exactly how much
right he has to all this snobbery,
and sneering, and talking about
‘criminals,’ as if they were apes in a
forest ten thousand miles away; till
he’s got rid of all the dirty self‐
deception of talking about low
types and deficient skulls; till he’s
squeezed out of his soul the last
drop of the oil of the Pharisees; till
his only hope is somehow or other
to have captured one criminal, and
kept him safe and sane under his
own hat.”
– Chesterton,
The Secret of Father Brown

Compare this with the trials of
MacDonald’s character Rosamond, the
spoiled “Lost Princess” who comes under
the tutelage of The Wise Woman. The Wise
Woman sets a course of trials for
Rosamond, to help her reform her
character, from her petty, self‐centered
hysteria, by developing self‐control, and
no longer thinking of herself as more
important than everything else. Before
she can change, she must learn to revile
her former conduct, and she does learn
this, over the course of two trials; but to
merely hate her own foolish conduct is
not enough, for she fails the test of each of
her first trials. To succeed, she must also
voluntarily desire wisdom.
As she undertakes her first two
trials, she is certain that her own
willpower will be sufficient, but she fails
miserably. But before embarking on her
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third trial, she asks the Wise Woman to
help her.
“Couldn’t you help me?” said
Rosamond piteously.
“Perhaps I could, now you ask me,”
answered the wise woman. “When
you are ready to try again, we shall
see.”
“I am very tired of myself,” said the
princess. “But I can’t rest till I try
again.”
“That is the only way to get rid of
your weary, shadowy self, and find
your strong, true self. Come, my
child; I will help you all I can, for
now I can help you.”
‐ MacDonald,
The Wise Woman, Ch XIII

In Chesterton’s fiction, we glimpse
fairyland through the viewpoint of a
character whose development is in
process, or who is immersed in a dynamic
situation. For this reason, their ability to
perceive reality clearly is predicated on
their maturity in moral development.
Even to mature characters, like Father
Brown, visions from fairyland appear
which are more terrible or distorted than
the actual. He, however, has the wisdom
to interpret his impressions through the
screen of reality. At that initial moment of
horror, when reality seems to rock on its
foundation, we see with Chesterton’s
protagonist, and are astounded.
In contrast, MacDonald treats his
readers as outside observers, and
presents to us moral facts, represented by
fairy actors, as direct expressions of a
clear moral dilemma. We read, and see
clearly the actual and projected
consequences of a character’s choices,
even as the character is in the process of
development. However, MacDonald is
often subtly layering two potential
protagonists: the character who interacts
with fairies, and the reader who interacts
with the fairytale. His explicit statement

of the conditions and assumptions of the
reality of fairyland, or rather the moral
choices and conditions it describes, are
intended as model to his readers, to spur
their own development, and to prompt
their own reflection and choices. In his
essay “The Fantastic Imagination,”
MacDonald says the message in his
fairytales “is there not so much to convey
a meaning as to wake a meaning.”
Chesterton presents the person in
moral process, confronted unexpectedly
with a vision, a fairy‐like interpretation of
reality, which is overlaid on external
circumstances or events. In Chesterton’s
essays, fairyland describes a region of joy,
of youthful intuitive wisdom.
“For we have sinned and grown old,
and our Father is younger than we.”

‐ Chesterton, Orthodoxy,
Ch IV: “The Ethics of Elfland”

But in his fiction, the vision of
fairyland is like the yawning of an abyss.
His protagonists, in their visions of
fairyland, experience a revelation of
hidden horrors that they find they had
always dreaded were there, concealed
behind the silent faces of the physical
things, and they both fear and suspect this
revelation to be true. But the joy and hope
in Chesterton is that they are not true.
The face of an impossible horror,
momentarily dreaded to be all‐too‐
possible, is revealed to be the face of a
friend. A thing seen and dreaded as being
blacker than hell is suddenly revealed to
be lighter than fairydust. A man
apparently in the last excess of madness
is revealed to be the only man acting
sanely. (Two wonderful examples of this
last, both of which involve Colonels with
remarkably similar names, and an
element of salad, are “The Salad of
Colonel Cray,” from The Wisdom of Father
Brown,
and
“The
Unpresentable
Appearance of Colonel Crane,” from Tales
of the Long Bow.) It is the individual’s
6
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perception, rather than reality itself, that
cannot be trusted. This image of reality
suggests the ineffable grace of God, which
is able to protect the individual person
and carry them safely through their
spiritual development, in spite of the
dangers of spiritual reality. This
Providence, this persevering grace of God,
and the individual’s obliviousness to its
action until some level of wisdom is
achieved,
are
what
Chesterton
emphasizes in his treatment of fairyland.
Chesterton and MacDonald’s
approaches to fairyland share something
with the fiction of Charles Williams, who
in Descent Into Hell exhibits the same
characteristics in his use of the fantastic:
an apparent horror, unbearable and
inescapable; an individual undergoes a
spiritual trial, and develops more
wisdom; and finally, the perceived horror
is revealed to be literally a friend, and a
mercy from God. It was the character’s
perception of reality, and fear that evil
would triumph, that made the horror.
Another parallel is Williams’
depiction of the madness caused by a
dogged pursuit of sin, and an active
rejection of wisdom. Compare the moral
progress (or rather regress) of the child
Agnes, in MacDonald’s The Wise Woman,
with Williams’ character Laurence
Wentworth, in Descent Into Hell. Williams
spends careful detail on describing the
title “descent,” through the progressively
accumulating choices of Wentworth, who
refuses to act on the gentle prompts of
opportunities for kindness, self‐denial,
charity, and humility, and instead actively
decides to feel pride, anger, self‐
importance, and hatred toward all who do
not contribute directly to his self‐love. By
definition, this ends up including every
person other than himself. This depiction
of an active choosing of sin, and rejection
of wisdom, parallels closely MacDonald’s
depiction of the self‐important child
Agnes in The Wise Woman, who actively
rejects the Wise Woman’s invitation to
abandon her self‐regard, and relapses

into self‐approval, “growing worse than
before.”
Consequences correspond with
choices, and choices have appropriate
consequences. The only option that is not
available is to avoid making a choice; such
avoidance constitutes a choice, in itself. A
refusal to confront a moral choice
inexorably funnels an individual into a
choice, and its consequences – but
without his active consent. Chesterton
writes,
“I do not believe in a fate that falls
on men however they act; but I do
believe in a fate that falls on them
unless they act.”

‐ Illustrated London News
(29 April 1922)

The moral fate Chesterton and
MacDonald (and Williams – and the
Proverbs) depict for those characters who
refuse to act, is moral stupidity – the
inability to see the choice any longer.
The character presented with a
moral test, in fairyland, may choose the
course of wisdom, or of foolishness; but
he must always choose. He cannot avoid
the dilemma by ignoring it. In “The Ethics
of Elfland,” Ch IV of Orthodoxy, Chesterton
called this ever‐present moral choice “the
Doctrine of Conditional Joy.” He also
speaks of all physical reality as having an
inherent “quality of choice,” as if it had
just that moment been decided that
leaves would be green, when they might
have been quite different. If the world
itself has the quality of choice, is it so
surprising that its inhabitants must also
participate by choice in their moral
development?
It is this moral development that
Chesterton and MacDonald primarily
address through their use of fairyland.
Fairyland, in the fiction of each, acts as a
concrete framework within which to
represent
the
individual’s
moral
condition and development, the choices to
pursue wisdom or reject it, as choices
7
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between two concrete, observable
alternatives with immediate and eternal
results.
MacDonald and Chesterton both
use fairyland to depict spiritual realities
as visible, physical realities, to better
make clear their characters’ spiritual
choices. The device of fairyland allows
them to embody a character’s ephemeral
struggle with their moral condition, so
that it takes on a dramatic immediacy and
a dangerous reality. It is dangerous to
ignore an imminent physical peril.
Luckily, it is also difficult to ignore. The
greatest moral danger is to ignore the
peril of failing to choose the right.
Ignoring moral choices prevents the
individual from actively making a choice,
and leads to self‐deception, and
eventually to madness and death.
Both Chesterton and MacDonald
wish to express the urgent imminence of
moral struggle, the way it bursts forth to
take precedence over the apparent
physical realities of people’s lives. Their
aim is to burst through the subtle sleep
that would tempt us to be blind to
spiritual dynamism of everyday life. To be
blind to our moral choices is to lose the
capacity to participate in our own moral
development.
Chesterton
and
MacDonald’s representation of the moral
condition as external realities, embodied
in the fantastic faces of fairyland, allows
them to present the immediacy, urgency,
and importance of the moral choices that
confront their characters. These moral
crises must be confronted, willing or no,
and their consequences have both
immediate and eternal significance. Their
message is that to become aware of the
moral confrontation with an active
opponent, the enemy of our souls, the
devil, is the first, vital step to participating
in our own spiritual destiny.
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Ethics and Afterlife:
The Moral Instruction of Thomas Aquinas and C.S. Lewis
H. Dennis Fisher
RBC Ministries
Introduction
In today’s postmodern world,
ethical teaching is often relative and
subjective. This paper will seek to find
commonalities between Thomas Aquinas
and C.S. Lewis to provide a viable
objective basis for moral decision making
in the twenty-first century. The
examination of Thomas Aquinas’s ethics
will be draw primarily from his Summa
Theologicae. Aquinas’s view will then be
compared with and contrasted to C.S.
Lewis’s moral system. A variety of Lewis’s
works will be referenced including The
Abolition of Man, The Weight of Glory,
Mere Christianity, The Great Divorce,
Letters to Malcolm, A Grief Observed, The
Chronicles of Narnia, and The Collected
Letters of C.S. Lewis.
Ethics and Afterlife: Viable Moral
Decision Making for Postmoderns
As we examine Thomas Aquinas
and C.S. Lewis concerning their views on
accountability and cleansing after death,
we do so in a world quite different from
theirs. Ours is a technologically
sophisticated postmodern society. It is
one in which the optimistic faith of the
Enlightenment in progress through
science and technology has been rejected.
Our current Zeitgeist elevates heart and
feeling over objective certainty. It revels
in the eclectic gathering of diverse
opinions and innovative approaches to
life’s problems. Tolerance is preferred

over any kind of universal binding moral
conviction. Also, forming meaningful
community
trumps
the
rugged
individualism so characteristic of past
generations. Many postmoderns hold that
one of the few certainties left is that
everything we know is uncertain. History
cannot be trusted because it has been
written by “the winners.” For the
postmodern
who
surfs
on
the
communication waves of the Internet,
living for “the here and now” matters
most, rather than what might happen
after death. Since Aquinas and Lewis
believed there will be a reckoning for the
moral choices we make during our lives,
what possible relevance might their
traditional ethical teaching have for the
postmodern mind?
Thomas Aquinas:
Ethics Found in Nature
and in Scripture

Postmodern assumptions flood
the younger generation through web
sites, email, twitter, blogs, and cable
television. In all the interaction and
opinion swapping that takes place, one
wonders if an individualistic eclectic
moral system can provide the basis for
our future civilization. “What is right or
wrong for me” can go only so far until it
ends up in a court of law to decide.
Therefore, in providing moral instruction
for postmoderns, we turn to two unlikely
sources, a twelfth-century Roman
Catholic theologian and a twentieth2
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century Oxford don, to find solid ground
for objective moral guidance. Thomas
Aquinas spent considerable time in his
examination of ethics. Surprisingly, the
Angelic Doctor wrote far more on the
basis and practice of morality than on his
treatment of the existence of God. In his
Summa Theologicae, Thomas explains
how an inherent ethical nature has been
hard wired into human nature. Not
immediately
appealing
to
divine
revelation, Aquinas points to natural
reason as the initial basis for developing a
moral compass.
And so, it becomes evident that
since moral precepts belong among
the matters that pertain to good
behavior, and since these are items
that are in conformity with reason,
and since every judgment of human
reason is derived in some fashion
from natural reason, it must be true
that all moral rules belong to the
law of nature, but not all in the
same way.

For, there are some things that the
natural reason of everyman judges
immediately and essentially as
things to be done or not done; for
example, Honor thy father and
mother, and Thou shalt not kill;
Thou shalt not steal. Precepts of
this kind belong in an unqualified
way to the law of nature.1

“The law of nature” as Aquinas
explains it has a self-evident quality to it.
The respect shown to parents or the
moral compunction felt upon taking
another human life is part of one
universal moral fabric. This innate
consensus runs through the human as an
individual and within each successive
generation of humankind. But Thomas
goes on to say that these universal moral
convictions do need to be learned.
Then there are other things that are
judged by a more subtle rational
consideration, on the part of the

wise men to be matters of
obligation. Now, these belong to the
law of nature in this way: they of
course require instruction, by
which less favored people are
taught by those who are wise; for
example, Rise up before the hoary
head, and honor the person of the
aged man (Lev. 19:32), and other
injunctions of this kind.2

Aquinas believed that humans are
moral creatures by nature but also need
their consciences educated in orientation
to life. The younger must learn from those
with greater acquired knowledge and
experience. Despite the perennial
generation gap, a bridge must be
established for the younger to receive
ethical information and insight from their
elders. Nonetheless, Aquinas also sees
that there are limits to acquiring ethics
based on human experience alone. In
order to accommodate the full range of
individual and societal sensibilities, ethics
also must be informed by scriptural
revelation. To Thomas, man does not
stand alone in the natural processes and
flow of history. Instead, he inhabits a
supernatural universe in which the reality
of God, angels, heaven, and hell enter into
both the meaning and the moral fabric of
his ethical choices.
Finally, there are other matters for
the judgment of which human
reason needs divine instruction,
whereby we are taught concerning
matters of divinity; for example,
Thou shalt not make to thyself a
graven thing, nor the likeness of
any thing . . . Thou shalt not take the
name of thy God in vain (Exod. 20:4,
7).3

The first prohibition in the Ten
Commandments cited by Aquinas is not
necessarily an innate human moral
conviction. Indeed, around the world
today many sincere worshippers venerate
gods and goddesses represented by idols
3
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and graven images. Likewise, profanity
and cursing in God’s name with little or
no compunction can be found in many
cultures. Although postmoderns would
hold to tolerance as the highest virtue,
Aquinas would boldly cite Scripture to
condemn these behaviors. In his view
there is only one true God who deserves
our worship, and His name should be
honored with our words and deeds.
By establishing Scripture as the
other essential source for moral
instruction, Aquinas is in harmony with a
consensus of the orthodox Christian
traditions. How would the unaided
person know of God’s aversion to idols or
be aware of the prohibition of blasphemy
if it were not spelled out for him or her
within the pages of Holy Writ? Especially
concerning those ethical decisions which
affect one’s relationship with the
Christian God, Aquinas tells us that divine
revelation must be consulted.
But Thomas does not isolate the
foundation of ethical decisions purely to a
list of scriptural codes which when
obeyed please God. The great medieval
doctor also understood that the moral
choices we make affect the kind of people
we become. A person who has been
embezzling money from his company
usually began with small sums which he
intended to pay back. The heroin addict
did not begin her affair at the point of the
needle. Indeed, addiction often begins
with the recreational use of the softer
drugs like marijuana until the addict
moves on to the harder drugs for a bigger
high. Similarly, either for good or for ill,
each of us is becoming a different kind of
person based on the moral choices we
make every day.
Because our character is being
formed daily, moral virtues or vices
inevitably will take root in the human
heart in an ever-changing environment.
Pursuit of the good will result in desirable
character traits or virtues. Thomas
delineated four cardinal virtues: prudence
(the ability to govern and discipline

oneself by the use of reason), temperance
(moderation in action, thought, or feeling;
restraint), justice (the act of being just
and/or fair), and fortitude (acting
according to duty in spite of fear). For
Thomas, seeking to emulate these virtues
was part of pursuing the good life. An
individual who is disciplined and
moderate in food, drink, work, and play
finds greater joy in life than does the one
who pursues these activities to excess.
Likewise, intentionally treating others
with impartial fairness and being able to
stand one’s ground for the right despite
external threats will earn a reputation for
being a person of integrity.4
However, as in the case of the
rational basis for ethics, virtues must also
have a supernatural underpinning.
Aquinas added to his list three theological
virtues which are grounded in the nature
of God through Scripture. This list of
virtues includes faith (trust in God
through life experience), hope (the belief
in a positive outcome related to
circumstances), and charity (generous
loving kindness toward others).5
The Christian walks to a different
drum beat than does society at large. And
even with medieval Europe being largely
Christianized, Thomas understood that
baptizing and catechizing each successive
generation required an orientation to
tangible realities beyond the visible
world. Believers should grow in trusting
God to work in their lives through
intercession and sacrament. In a medieval
world where sickness and premature
death were constant companions, the
Christian virtue of hope was essential.
And as a reflection of Christ’s own loving
spirit, a generous kindness toward others
in charity was to be exemplified.
And so as a starting point for
doing the right, Aquinas would appeal
first to self-evident morals present in
nature and then to ethics as revealed in
Scripture. With this said, how did C.S.
Lewis view a basis for guiding the
conscience through life?
4
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C.S. Lewis and the Tao as a Clue
to the Meaning of the Universe
Lewis begins his classic Mere
Christianity with an appeal to conscience.
He sets out to explore the idea of “a sense
of right and wrong as a clue to the
meaning of the universe.” In doing so,
Lewis cites popular examples of moral
pleading. They range from complaints
over cutting in line to the reciprocity of
sharing ice cream. It is Lewis’s conviction
that a ubiquitous moral law is recognized
by all. He wisely points out that a debate
over not doing the right thing often
reveals a shared agreement about the
morally right which transcends our
individual preferences. Indeed, ethical
reality is at the heart for his argument
that a Mind which is the source and judge
of such moral instincts is also our Creator,
sovereign Lord, and ethical Judge. In the
mind of Lewis, the basis for right and
wrong is not found within subjective
personal opinion but is both objective and
eternal. The moral law was has existed
before we came into our world and will
continue on after we have left this
temporal universe.6
In The Abolition of Man, Lewis
argues for a natural law of ethics which
he chooses to call “the Tao.” The Chinese
for centuries used this term to refer to an
eternal reemergence of ethical ideas for
each successive generation.
The Tao, which others may call
Natural Law or Traditional Morality
or the First Principles of Practical
Reason or the First Platitudes, is
not one among a series of possible
systems of value. It is the sole
source of all value judgments. If it is
rejected, all value is rejected. If any
value is retained, it is retained.7

Lewis’s view of ethics resonates
with that of Thomas Aquinas. Likewise,
we find that the apostle Paul holds a

similar view. In his letter to the church at
Rome, Paul writes:
for when Gentiles, who do not have
the law, by nature do the things in
the law, these, although not having
the law, are a law to themselves,
who show the work of the law
written in their hearts, their
conscience also bearing witness,
and between themselves their
thoughts accusing or else excusing
them).8

For Paul, Aquinas, and Lewis, to
be human is to have an innate sense of
right and wrong. But in his argument,
Lewis does not expect his reader to accept
this claim without evidence. Therefore, in
an appendix of Abolition of Man, Lewis
provides
samples
of
the
same
admonitions and prohibitions shared
across a wide spectrum of ancient
cultures and religions. Here are a just a
few.
The Law of Justice
(a) SEXUAL JUSTICE
‘Has he approached his neighbour’s
wife?’ (Babylonian. List of Sins. ERE
v. 446)
‘Thou shalt not commit adultery.’
(Ancient Jewish. Exodus 20:14)
‘I saw in Nastrond (= Hell) . . .
beguilers of others’ wives.’ (Old
Norse. Volospá 38, 39)
(b) HONESTY
‘I have not stolen.’ (Ancient
Egyptian. Confession of the
Righteous Soul. ERE v. 478)
‘Thou shalt not steal.’ (Ancient
Jewish. Exodus 20:15)
‘If the native made a “find” of any
kind (e.g., a honey tree) and marked
it, it was thereafter safe for him, as
far as his own tribesmen were
concerned, no matter how long he
left it.’ (Australian Aborigines. ERE
v. 441)
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(c) JUSTICE IN COURT, &C.
‘Whoso takes no bribe . . . well
pleasing is this to Samas.’
(Babylonian. ERE v. 445)
‘Regard him whom thou knowest
like him whom thou knowest not.’
(Ancient Egyptian. ERE v. 482)
‘Do no unrighteousness in
judgement. You must not consider
the fact that one party is poor nor
the fact that the other is a great
man.’ (Ancient Jewish. Leviticus
19:15)9

It is the striking similarity of
virtues applauded and vices condemned
across cultures and history which
bolsters Lewis’s argument. Living in the
twentieth century as Lewis did, however,
he was not without those who strongly
opposed such a set of moral absolutes. Yet
even when others argued against them,
Lewis observed that they were subtly
appealing to the very ethical code they
were seeking to undermine and dismiss.
The effort to refute it and raise a
new system of value in its place is
self-contradictory. There has never
been, and never will be, a radically
new judgment of value in the
history of the world. What purport
to be new systems or . . . ideologies .
. . all consist of fragments from the
Tao itself, arbitrarily wrenched
from their context in the whole and
then swollen to madness in their
isolation, yet still owing to the Tao
and to it alone such validity as they
possess.10

Many in this current generation
do not share the moral convictions of
Aquinas and Lewis concerning the
indestructibility of a universal moral law.
Yet current films and other media
perennially demonstrate an affinity with
traditional virtues. In Lord of the Rings we
are moved by Frodo’s loyalty and courage
in his quest to find and destroy the ring of

power. The films of the Chronicles of
Narnia find a huge audience who want to
recover an age of chivalry and virtue
which started to erode as our modern age
began. In view of this present vacuum,
how then can the traditional ethics of
Aquinas and Lewis penetrate the mind
and heart of our contemporary
generation?
May I recommend to the
postmoderns adopt a more radical
revolution? G. K. Chesterton has wisely
observed that every so-called revolution
is in fact a restoration. What may initially
look new is a recapturing of something
which inspired and guided humankind in
the past but had been forgotten.
Interestingly, the Latin root for revolution
is revolvere (“to return”). In today’s
parlance we might say “what goes around
comes around.”11
Similarly, Lewis said that when
making a journey we can lose our way.
The worst thing we can do in such a
circumstance is to move forward blindly
hoping to find the desired destination. We
are instead to trace our step back to the
place with which we were once familiar.
From there we can we can plan a new
course of travel. Lewis quipped, “We all
want progress, but if you’re on the wrong
road, progress means doing an about-turn
and walking back to the right road; in that
case, the man who turns back soonest is
the most progressive.”12 This is also true
of our ethical basis. When traditional
morality is dismissed as irrelevant, it is
the key to finding our way back again to
moral grounding.
Three resources which might be
helpful in reexamining the basis for
Christian ethics would be Saint Thomas
Aquinas on Politics and Ethics translated
by Paul E. Sigmund, The Abolition of Man
by C.S. Lewis and Ethics: Alternative and
Issues by Norman Geisler. The first book
maps out an ethical system which is both
biblically and philosophically coherent.
The second text shows the Law behind
the laws and makes a connection with
6

Ethics and Afterlife · H. Dennis Fisher

other cultures that resonates with today’s
popular culture. And the third volume
provides a realistic guide for Christian
ethical discernment in complicated
circumstances.
Yet our examination of a Christian
moral navigation would be incomplete if
we did not take into account Aquinas’s
and Lewis’s view of the afterlife. In their
minds, the ultimate consequences for our
ethical choices are fully realized beyond
our temporal life on earth.

rejection of the “Romish doctrine.”
Lewis’s belief in purgatory has been
applauded by Catholics and criticized by
Protestants. Nonetheless, Lewis believed
that we live in a supernatural universe
and that ethical choices we now make will
affect who we become in eternity. In
stating it this way, Lewis compels us to
examine the historic development of
purgatory under the Holy See of the
Church of Rome and contrast it with
Lewis’s particular view.

Few Christian thinkers have been
as popular among Roman Catholic and
Protestant adherents as has C.S. Lewis.
His writings resonate with diverse people
of faith through story, apologetics for
Christian orthodoxy, ethical education,
and more. However, one teaching of
Lewis has created polarization. Near the
end of his life, he wrote Letters to
Malcolm: Chiefly on Prayer. In this book
we find a twin-pronged comment which
has alienated Catholics and Protestants
alike:

Despite the changes made in
Roman Catholicism since Vatican II, the
doctrine on purgatory has largely stayed
the same as the one held in the medieval
period. A brief overview of the doctrine’s
historic development will illustrate this.

Lewis’s Polarizing Statement
on Purgatory

Of course I pray for the dead. The
action is so spontaneous, so all but
inevitable, that only the most
compulsive theological case against
it would deter me. And I hardly
know how the rest of my prayers
would survive if those for the dead
were forbidden. At our age the
majority of those we love best are
dead. What sort of intercourse with
God could I have if what I love best
were unmentionable to Him? . . . I
believe in purgatory. Mind you, the
Reformers had good reasons for
throwing doubt on “the Romish
doctrine concerning Purgatory” as
that Romish doctrine had then
become.13

The Roman Catholic Doctrine
of Purgatory

Purgatory may be defined as “a
term used only in W. Catholic
theology for the state (or place) of
punishment and purification where
the souls of those who have died in
a state of grace undergo such
punishment as is still due to
forgiven sins and, perhaps, expiate
their unforgiven venial sins, before
being admitted to the Beatific
Vision.”14

This means persons are guilty of
having committed transgressions which
are not of a “grave matter” or committed
with their full knowledge. Because these
believers have not been absolved of their
guilt through confession, absolution, and
penance, they must be cleansed from it in
the afterlife through the fires of
purgatory. After this process is complete,
they will enter heaven to behold God’s
glory through what Aquinas called “the
Beatific Vision.”15

The polarization comes from both
an affirmation of purgatory and the
7
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Aquinas on Purgatory
In Summa Theologicae, Aquinas
gives the medieval Catholic rationale for
the necessity of purgatory. Using the
scholastic style of his day, Aquinas
reflected on theology by means of asking
and answering questions in an organized
manner. Nothing may be more
representative of this than his Summa
Theologicae.
. . . it is sufficiently clear that there
is a Purgatory after this life. For if
the debt of punishment is not paid
in full after the stain of sin has been
washed away by contrition, nor
again are venial sins always
removed when mortal sins are
remitted, and if justice demands
that sin be set in order by due
punishment, it follows that one who
after contrition for his fault and
after being absolved, dies before
making
due
satisfaction,
is
punished after this life. Wherefore
those who deny Purgatory speak
against the justice of God: for which
reason such a statement is
erroneous and contrary to faith.
Hence Gregory of Nyssa, after the
words quoted above, adds: “This we
preach, holding to the teaching of
truth, and this is our belief; this the
universal Church holds, by praying
for the dead that they may be
loosed from sins.” This cannot be
understood except as referring to
Purgatory: and whosoever resists
the authority of the Church, incurs
the note of heresy.16

Clearly in the mind of the great
Thomas, purgatory is necessary to satisfy
the justice of God. Without absolution of
sin in this life, a purging is required in the
next.
Today’s catechism of the Roman
Catholic Church still teaches this medieval
concept to those being catechized in
preparation for their first communion:

“All who die in God’s grace and friendship,
but still imperfectly purified, are indeed
assured of their eternal salvation; but
after death they undergo purification, so
as to achieve the holiness necessary to
enter the joy of heaven.”17
As
indicated
in
Aquinas’s
argument stated earlier, the doctrine of
purgatory had developed quite early in
the medieval period. Gregory of Nyssa
(A.D. 335 – c. 395) was cited by Aquinas.
But even earlier, Tertullian alludes to
prayers for the dead: “We offer sacrifices
for the dead on their birthday
anniversaries [the date of death—birth
into eternal life].”18
In the fourth century, Augustine
also spoke of purgatory, although with
less conviction than Gregory and
Tertullian: “It is a matter that may be
inquired into, and either ascertained or
left doubtful, whether some believers
shall pass through a kind of purgatorial
fire, and in proportion as they have loved
with more or less devotion the goods that
perish, be less or more quickly delivered
from it.”19
But where did the idea of the
prayers for the dead originate? An
important apocryphal text which is part
of the Roman Catholic canon often has
been cited to reinforce the idea that
intercession for those who have been
deceased will affect them in eternity:
So they all blessed the ways of the
Lord, the righteous Judge, who
reveals the things that are hidden;
and they turned to prayer,
beseeching that the sin which had
been committed might be wholly
blotted out. And the noble Judas
exhorted the people to keep
themselves free from sin, for they
had seen with their own eyes what
had happened because of the sin of
those who had fallen. He also took
up a collection, man by man, to the
amount of two thousand drachmas
of silver, and sent it to Jerusalem to
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provide for a sin offering. In doing
this he acted very well and
honorably, taking account of the
resurrection. For if he were not
expecting that those who had fallen
would rise again, it would have been
superfluous and foolish to pray for
the dead. But if he was looking to
the splendid reward that is laid up
for those who fall asleep in
godliness, it was a holy and pious
thought. Therefore he made
atonement for the dead, that they
might be delivered from their sin.20

Certainly this short passage does
have the kernel ideas for prayer and
absolution of others after death. But are
there any other biblical references to
support the idea? Citing Job’s pious
offering of sacrifices to provide
purification of his sons, the Roman
Catholic tradition argues that believers
can do the same for loved ones who have
already passed in death.
Let us help and commemorate
them. If Job’s sons [Job 1:5] were
purified by their father’s sacrifice,
why would we doubt that our
offerings for the dead bring them
some consolation? Let us not
hesitate to help those who have
died and to offer our prayers for
them.21

But after more than a millennium
of medieval Catholic practice grounded
much in the belief in purgatory and
prayer for the dead, why did the doctrine
not survive in the teachings of Protestant
Reformers of the sixteenth century? The
answer would seem to be that it could not
with stand one of the major pillars of
Protestantism: sola Scriptura.
The Reformers’ Response to Purgatory

Martin Luther, the former
Augustinian monk who led the Protestant
Reformation, rejected purgatory as not
substantiated by Scripture. He explained:

But even were the book [2
Maccabees] authoritative, it would
still be necessary in the case of so
important an article that at least
one passage out of the chief books
[of the Bible] should support it, in
order that every word might be
established through the mouth of
two or three witnesses. . . . Since so
much depends on this doctrine
which is so important that, indeed,
the papacy and the whole hierarchy
are all but built upon it, and derive
all their wealth and honor from it..22

Likewise, John Calvin, the great
systematic
theologian
of
Geneva,
Switzerland, was critical of the doctrine of
purgatory. In his Institutes of the Christian
Religion he wrote:
The doctrine of purgatory ancient,
but refuted by a more ancient
Apostle. Not supported by ancient
writers, by Scripture, or solid
argument. Introduced by custom
and a zeal not duly regulated by the
word of God . . . we must hold by the
word of God, which rejects this
fiction.23

As was true of Luther before him,
Calvin’s conscience had been taken
captive by the Word of God, and all
doctrine would be judged by it alone.
Rather than look to those who claimed
apostolic authority in their time, the
Reformers looked to “more ancient”
apostles in the New Testament to reject
the doctrine of purgatory.
Even today the Roman Catholic
Church admits the lack of biblical support
for the doctrine. Indeed, The New Catholic
Encyclopedia states that “the doctrine of
purgatory is not explicitly stated in the
Bible.” Yet the doctrine had been
developed and sustained through a
confidence in holy tradition and
succession of apostolic authority through
popes and councils.24
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Vatican II
For more than four hundred
years, the chasm between Protestant and
Catholic churches has remained. Yet the
largely universal rejection of the doctrine
of purgatory by Protestants has not
resulted in a similar rejection of it by
Rome. Indeed, the major changes which
have taken place in the Church of Rome
after Vatican II did not result in an
abandonment of purgatory:
The doctrine of purgatory clearly
demonstrates that even when the
guilt of sin has been taken away,
punishment
for
it or
the
consequences of it may remain to
be expiated or cleansed. They often
are. In fact, in purgatory the souls of
those who died in the charity of God
and truly repentant, but who had
not
made
satisfaction
with
adequate penance for their sins and
omissions are cleansed after death
with punishments designed to
purge away their debt.25

Today most Protestants still stand
opposed to belief in purgatory while the
Roman Catholic Church proclaims its
reality. With such a deep divide between
Protestant and Catholic on purgatory,
why would Lewis, a Protestant, retain a
belief in it while denying its Roman
Catholic origins? Part of the answer may
lie in the historic and cultural milieu in
which he grew up.
Lewis’s View of Purgatory

In C.S. Lewis and the Catholic
Church, Joseph Pearce points out that
Lewis’s early years were spent in Ireland,
where his Protestant family may have
held some critical attitudes toward their
Catholic neighbors. Pearce claims that
someone could not grow up as a
Protestant in Ireland without developing
a subtle aversion to the authority of the
pope.26

Yet we must also keep in mind
that Lewis was an Anglo-Catholic. This
Church of England in Lewis’s day
identified with many of the practices and
beliefs of Rome while retaining its
separate Anglican identity. Even in that
branch of the Christian church, some
Anglo-Catholics adhered to what they
considered a form of Catholicism but
without papal control. Other AngloCatholics’ identity was clearly Protestant
but with more elaborate liturgy.27
However, the writings of Lewis do
not indicate that he consciously affirmed
purgatory because of his understanding
of Anglo-Catholicism. Instead, it appears
to be far more personal than
denominational. His writings provide
clues to Lewis’s thinking on purgatory.
Immediate Perfection After Death?

In Mere Christianity, Lewis reveals
his view of a dynamic Christ who will not
relent until the believer is made holy. For
Lewis, it would appear that the Christian
walk of faith is not one of serving a
perfectionistic God who makes impossible
demands,
but
rather
a
joyous
collaboration with the Redeemer to share
His own glory. Of this Lewis writes:
“Make no mistake,” [Christ] says, “if
you let me, I will make you perfect.
The moment you put yourself in My
hands, that is what you are in for.
Nothing less, or other, than that.
You have free will, and if you
choose, you can push Me away. But
if you do not push Me away,
understand that I am going to see
this
job
through.
Whatever
suffering it may cost you in your
earthly life, whatever inconceivable
purification it may cost you after
death, whatever it costs Me, I will
never rest, nor let you rest, until
you are literally perfect—until My
Father can say without reservation
that He is well pleased with you, as
He said He was well pleased with
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me. This I can do and will do. But I
will not do anything less.”28

Lewis’s belief in Christ’s tireless
commitment to make believers share in
His holiness involves not only this life but
also the next. The phrase “whatever
inconceivable purification it may cost you
after death” sounds like an allusion to
purgatory. Apparently, Lewis’s sense of
moral imperfection left him with a feeling
of not being worthy to enter directly into
heaven.
Indeed, the idea of immediate
spiritual perfection after death did not
seem viable to him. This attitude of
unworthiness can be seen in A Grief
Observed. Never intending it to be
published, Lewis kept a journal of his
grieving process after the loss of his wife,
Joy, to cancer. Eventually the journal was
published, and so we can see into Lewis’s
heart and mind concerning the immediate
afterlife:
I never believed before—I thought
it immensely improbable—that the
faithfulest soul could leap straight
into perfection and peace the
moment death has rattled in the
throat. It would be wishful thinking
with a vengeance to take up that
belief now . . . I know there are not
only tears to be dried but stains to
be scoured.29

A process of cleansing after death
seems essential to Lewis. And in keeping
with the traditional torments of
purgatory in Catholic doctrine, he reflects
upon God’s goodness while exacting
painful purging. To illustrate this, he
offers a familiar scene from the medical
field.
But suppose that what you are up
against is a surgeon whose
intentions are wholly good. The
kinder and more conscientious he
is, the more inexorably he will go
on cutting. If he yielded to your
entreaties, if he stopped before the

operation was complete, all the
pain up to that point would have
been useless. But is it credible that
such extremities of torture should
be necessary for us? Well, take your
choice. The tortures occur. If they
are unnecessary, then there is no
God or a bad one. If there is a good
God, then these tortures are
necessary. For no even moderately
good Being could possibly inflict or
permit them if they weren’t. Either
way, we’re for it. What do people
mean when they say, ‘I am not
afraid of God because I know He is
good?’ Have they never been to a
dentist? 30

Lewis appeals to the goodness of
God in his argument for painful cleansing
after death. It is a process that removes
the stain of sin and prepares the soul for
eternal bliss. Lewis’s analogy of the good
doctor and then the necessary dentist is
telling. For Lewis, sin is a serious matter
and should not be explained away
through
value-free
language
and
psychological excuses. Transgressions put
Jesus Christ on the cross, and its presence
in the life of even the most obedient
believer needs to be dealt with. Lewis
holds to a purification of the soul after
death but does not take his view from the
great councils of the Roman church. If not,
then what was his source?
Lewis’s “Better Way”:
An Appeal to Newman’s “Dream”

If Lewis dismisses the doctrine of
purgatory as developed and sustained by
the Church of Rome, then what is the
basis for his belief? It would appear that
Newman’s “Dream of Gerontius” would
provide a clue for answering that
question. Of this Lewis writes:
The
right
view
returns
magnificently in Newman’s Dream.
There, if I remember it rightly, the
saved soul, at the very foot of the
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throne, begs to be taken away and
cleansed. It cannot bear for a
moment longer “With its darkness
to affront that light.” Religion has
reclaimed Purgatory.31

The Newman to whom Lewis
refers is Cardinal John Henry Newman
(1801–1890), who began his spiritual
journey as a Protestant in the Church of
England. Newman eventually led the
Oxford Movement, which sought to
reinstate lost Christian traditions into
Anglican theology and liturgy. In 1845
Newman left the Anglican Church and
converted
to
Roman
Catholicism.
Ordained as a priest in the Roman church,
Father Newman was eventually made a
cardinal. He came to believe that AngloCatholicism was one of the three branches
of the true and universal church. (The
other two branches are Roman
Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy.)
Clearly, Newman felt that the papal
branch was the most correct of the three.
Through the ongoing ministry of Newman
Centers on university campuses, Cardinal
Newman’s convictions about the Church
of Rome are still felt today.32
So what was Newman’s dream of
purgatory to which Lewis referred? Most
likely it is a poem composed by Newman
entitled “The Dream of Gerontius.” This
poetic work tells the story of a pious
man’s journey from deathbed to
purgatory.33 This following quote from the
poem seems to resonate with Lewis’s
feeling
of
unworthiness
about
immediately entering heaven after death.
“His will be done! I am not worthy
e’er to see again The face of day; far
less His countenance, Who is the
very sun.” God’s dazzling holy
radiance only magnifies one’s own
sinful self-awareness. It would
appear that this overwhelming
vision of God’s Holiness intensifies
both a desire for purgatory and a
need for comfort in focusing on the
One who can give the power to

endure it – “Natheless in life, When
I looked forward to my purgatory,
It ever was my solace to believe,
That, ere I plunged amid the
avenging flame, I had one sight of
Him to strengthen me.”34

Certainly Lewis felt purgatory
may be necessary but could be endured
by the support of a gracious and loving
Redeemer. But even so, despite Cardinal
Newman putting into words Lewis’s own
feelings in facing a holy God, why would a
poetic text serves as a theological
foundation for teachings about the
afterlife?
Perhaps when Lewis refers to that
“Romish doctrine” of purgatory, he is
bringing to mind the Protestant
Reformers’ criticism of purgatory’s
pervasive role in church life of the late
Middle Ages. Like many Protestants,
Lewis may have been thinking of the
offering of indulgences to the medieval
faithful. In retrospect, the abuse of this
practice did undermine the original intent
of a Catholic belief in living a circumspect
life. Purgatory was also linked with
appeasing an angry and punishing God.
Indeed, to the Reformers of the sixteenth
century, such commercial marketing of
merit salvation was out of step with the
simple message of the New Testament.
Indulgences brought in revenue to the
church because fear of flames in the
afterlife motivated the faithful.35
Yet “the soul” in Newman’s
“Gerontius” has a very different spirit. He
is not fearful of his Redeemer, only at the
prospect of being let into heaven without
a final cleansing. In this vision of
judgment, both a loving God and caring
angels ease the purging of sins. The
experience of death invites the soul to
reflect upon the universe, former loved
ones, angels, demons, the triune God, and
other vital Christian themes. Yet the main
character was aware of his sinfulness and
the need for purging. A loving heavenly
Father awaited his entry into the eternal
12
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bliss of heaven. It is clear the soul wants
to be cleansed and trusts his Redeemer to
finish the work, despite the pain. The soul
depends upon the prayers of the faithful
on earth and looks to God for strength to
endure the ordeal.36
Lewis’s Purgatory: A Conviction
Inconsistently Expressed

Part of the paradoxical record of
Lewis on purgatory lies in how
inconsistently the theme surfaces in his
works. In some of his nonfiction writing
and correspondence we read only
occasionally of his belief in purgatory.
Likewise, in his fiction we find a mixed
expression of purging of sin after death.
For example, The Great Divorce
elucidates many ideas on purgatory in
novella form. In the book, George
MacDonald, a sort of narrator, is asked:
“Is there really a way out of Hell to
Heaven?” MacDonald responds: “It
depends on the way ye’re using the
words. If they leave that grey town
behind it will not have been Hell. To
any that leaves, it is Purgatory. And
perhaps ye had better not call this
county Heaven. No Deep Heaven, ye
understand.” (Here he smiled at
me.) “Ye can call it the Valley of the
Shadow of Life.” Later, George
MacDonald tells us that entering
Heaven or Hell is a process which
begins long before physical death:
“There are only two kinds of people
in the end: those who say to God,
‘Thy will be done,’ and those to
whom God says, in the end, ‘Thy
will be done.’”37

Yet, in contrast to The Great
Divorce, Lewis’s concluding book in the
Chronicles of Narnia carries no such view
of purgatory. In The Last Battle, Lucy is
greeted at the entry door to Aslan’s
country and is told that she has died in a
train crash back in England. Now she is
invited to enter into the new Narnia, of

which the old Narnia was only a shadow.
In the great adventure of spending
eternity with the great Lion King Aslan,
she is challenged to go “further in and
further up.” No mention is further
cleanings of sin is made as she enters the
eternal kingdom of the sovereign Lord
whom she loves.38
One might argue that Lucy was
only a child and because of her devout
young life, purgatory was not necessary.
However, in The Silver Chair, we read of
King Caspian dying as an old man. He then
appears in Aslan’s country (heaven),
where his dead body is put in a flowing
stream. Aslan pricks his palm and allows
blood to flow over the water streaming
over the body. Caspian is raised from the
dead as a young man and is told by Aslan
he will never desire to do anything
contrary to Aslan’s will in this new state
of existence. Here we see instantaneous
sinless transformation after death—
something Lewis was reluctant to believe
in himself.39
Although Lewis never formally
developed a doctrine of purgatory and did
not consistently reflect it in his writing, he
did hold to this view until the day he died.
In an extant letter to Sister Penelope
(dated 17 September 1963, only nine
weeks before his death), Lewis stated, “If
you die first, and if ‘prison visiting’ is
allowed, come down and look me up in
Purgatory.”40 On November 22, 1963,
Lewis left this world to encounter Christ
in the next. There his view of the afterlife
was revised by direct personal
experience, as it will be for all of us one
day.
And so we have seen the medieval
doctor of the Catholic church Thomas
Aquinas and the twentieth-century
Oxford don C.S. Lewis have many points
of agreement. They both believed in
natural law and Scripture as a basis for
ethics. They also held to a kind of
purgatory but for different reasons.
Aquinas appealed to the justice of God for
purging of the human soul after death. In
13
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contrast, Lewis emphasized a painful
postmortem process in which a believer
is cleansed for heaven. Yet the Protestant
view has denied the existence of
purgatory, pointing to the exclusive
payment for sin by Christ on the cross
(Rom 8:1, 5; 1 Pet 1:18). In view of these
different perspectives, how can we find
any common ground between the Roman
Catholic, Anglo-Catholic, and Protestant
points of view?
Finding a Point of Agreement for
Roman Catholics, Anglo-Catholics,
and Protestants

Although many Roman Catholics,
Anglo-Catholics, and Protestants would
agree that there is little explicit mention
of purgatory in the Old and New
Testaments, an even higher number of
believers within these traditions also
agree that the Christian must face a final
judgment before Christ which will involve
testing by fire (2 Cor 5:10;1 Cor 3:11-15).
In some miraculous way unclear to us in
our present unenlightened state, Jesus
Christ’s gaze will burn away all
superficial, wrongly motivated, and
hypocritical “good works.” In their place
the will be given a reward of enduring
value for faithful service.
Perhaps where Aquinas, Lewis,
and Protestants can agree is that
Christians will be held accountable for
their behavior both now and in the
afterlife. This will take the form of an
appraisal of our lives which will be
administered by divine cleansing fire.
Common Ground at the
Judgment Seat of Christ

The Bible teaches that true
believers in Christ must one day stand
before their Lord for a final examination
of the life they lived on earth. Two key
passages speak in great clarity about the
Christian facing divine judgment after
death. Second Corinthians 5:10-11

mentions the accountability to be found
there, and 1 Corinthians 3:11-15 tell us of
the purging process involved. Since all
orthodox Christian traditions recognize
the inspiration and authority of these
texts, we will now briefly examine these
texts.
The Believer’s Day in Court:
2 Corinthians 5:10-11

In 1611 the King James
translation from the original tongues of
the Bible was published. Because of this
version’s incalculable impact on the
English-speaking world, the King James
Bible will be cited along with the original
Greek text below for simple reference.
For we must all appear before the
judgment seat of Christ; that every
one may receive the things done in
his body, according to that he hath
done, whether it be good or bad.
Knowing therefore the terror of the
Lord, we persuade men. (2 Cor
5:10-11)

τοὺς
γὰρ
πάντας
ἡμᾶς
φανερωθῆναι δεῖ ἔμπροσθεν τοῦ
βήματος
τοῦ
Χριστοῦ,
ἵνα
κομίσηται ἕκαστος τὰ διὰ τοῦ
σώματος πρὸς ἃ ἔπραξεν, εἴτε
ἀγαθὸν εἴτε φαῦλον. Εἰδότες οὖν
τὸν φόβον τοῦ κυρίου ἀνθρώπους
πείθομεν.

The verses preceding this passage
speaks in warm and confident terms
concerning the believer being with Christ
after death. Yet the apostle also tells us
how we will be also held accountable
when we finally see our Lord. The Greek
word translated “appear” is φανερωθῆναι
and indicates that we will be made
manifest. This can imply that we will be
revealed for who we truly are in thought,
motive, and choice. So often it is easy to
feign love and ethical behavior while
hiding the darker motives which
influence us daily. The “judgment seat”
(βηματος) is a platform similar to the one
14
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Jesus stood before when he was
condemned by Pontius Pilate (Matt 27:19;
Acts 7:5), but in this case, the
“condemned One” is now seated in
authority and is recognized as Lord and
Judge of all.41
The central meaning of this
passage does not appear to be related to
the destiny of the believer regarding
heaven or hell. Instead, the genuine
Christian will receive the just recompense
for the deeds, whether good or evil,
performed on earth. The Greek word
translated “receive” is κομισηται, which
literally means to “receive one’s due.” It is
used in the parable of the talents to
describe the expectation of productivity
(Matt 25:27).42 “In the body” has the idea
of instrumentality. Just as the whole
world was made through (διά) the person
of Jesus Christ (John 1:3), so the sum of
our deeds while on earth were performed
“through” (διά) the body which was given
to
us.
Interestingly,
Paul
uses
“recompense” (ἔπραξεν), whether good or
bad. The contrast is not set up as between
ethically good deeds and sinful ones.
Instead, it is comparison of αγαθον
(“upright,” “morally exemplary”) versus
φαυλον (“worthless,” “of no account,”
“base”). In essence, believers will face the
Lord Jesus Christ to have their works
assessed and rewarded according to their
motive, faithfulness, and worthiness.43
Despite Paul’s prior comforting
words concerning being with Christ after
death (2 Cor 5:1-9), his own response to
the judgment seat of Christ is one of
reverential fear (φόβον τοῦ Κυρίου).
Because he is aware of this certain
accountability after death, he seeks to tell
others and persuade them of the need for
faith in the gospel and by implications of
facing a holy God in eternity.44
These compelling insights into the
believer standing before Christ can
motivate the faithful to seek greater
obedience in this life. But how do they
correlate in any way to in the idea of
purging in the next world? The answer

lies in a related passage in which the
testing of the believer’s works by fire is
explained.
A Process of Testing by Fire:
1 Corinthians 3:11-15

Many Protestant hymns often
speak of immediate entrance into God’s
glory, whereas Catholic liturgy often
reflects upon prayers for enduring
purgatory. In addressing this debate
concerning the Christian’s experience
after death, Paul’s first letter to the
church at Corinth provides important
insights.
For other foundation can no man
lay than that is laid, which is Jesus
Christ. Now if any man build upon
this foundation gold, silver,
precious stones, wood, hay, stubble;
Every man’s work shall be made
manifest: for the day shall declare
it, because it shall be revealed by
fire; and the fire shall try every
man’s work of what sort it is. If any
man’s work abide which he hath
built thereupon, he shall receive a
reward. If any man’s work shall be
burned, he shall suffer loss: but he
himself shall be saved; yet so as by
fire. (1 Cor 3:11-15)

θεμέλιον γὰρ ἄλλον οὐδεὶς δύναται
θεῖναι παρὰ τὸν κείμενον, ὅς ἐστιν
Ἰησοῦς Χριστός. εἰ δέ τις
ἐποικοδομεῖ ἐπὶ τὸν θεμέλιον
χρυσόν, ἄργυρον, λίθους τιμίους,
ξύλα, χόρτον, καλάμην, ἑκάστου τὸ
ἔργον φανερὸν γενήσεται, ἡ γὰρ
ἡμέρα δηλώσει: ὅτι ἐν πυρὶ
ἀποκαλύπτεται, καὶ ἑκάστου τὸ
ἔργον ὁποῖόν ἐστιν τὸ πῦρ [αὐτὸ]
δοκιμάσει. εἴ τινος τὸ ἔργον μενεῖ ὃ
ἐποικοδόμησεν, μισθὸν λήμψεται:
εἴ τινος τὸ ἔργον κατακαήσεται,
ζημιωθήσεται, αὐτὸς δὲ σωθήσεται,
οὕτως δὲ ὡς διὰ πυρός.
Jesus Christ as the Foundation
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All sincere followers of Christ are
building a life for which their efforts will
be tested in eternity. Paul begins his
metaphor of building one’s Christian life
with the foundation. Only Christ Jesus in
his person, redemptive work on the cross,
victory over death in resurrection, and
intercession for us can be a basis upon
which to build (θεμελιον ἀλλον). The
ancients understood how the foundation
of a building is crucial. For example, the
base and underpinning for the great
temple of Ephesus was laid with great
care: “To avoid the danger of earthquakes,
its foundations were built at vast cost on
artificial foundations of skin and charcoal
laid over the marsh.” The basis for the
Christian life of faith is established upon
Christ’s sacrificial death and victorious
resurrection from the dead for our
redemption. However, the choices we
make after believing these great truths
will contribute to or detract from the life
we are building for God (παρα τον
κειμενον, ὁς ἐστιν Ἰησους Χριστος).45
The Building Materials:
Precious or Perishable Materials?

Paul uses the metaphor of
precious
and
perishable
building
materials to illustrate the value placed on
the life lived: gold, silver, and precious
stones (χρυσιον, ἀργυριον, λιθους
τιμιους) and wood, hay, or stubble (ξυλα,
χορτον, καλαμην). In the ancient world,
each of these materials was used for
structures. The marble and granite pillars
of ancient Rome are still a wonder.
However, perishable items were also used
in constructing edifices of lesser
importance. Ancient huts were built of
wood (ξυλα), hay (χορτος), and stubble
(καλαμη). These materials provided walls,
entryways, and thatched roofs. Of course,
few of these dwellings can be seen today
because they were made of perishable
building materials. The point Paul is
making concerns the eternal value of the

kinds of deeds we perform during our
sojourn on earth.46
Regarding the evaluation of the
Christian’s life, Paul points to “the day” (ἡ
ἡμερα), a time of judgment (1 Thess 5:4;
Rom 13:12). This echoes the “Day of the
Lord” or the Jewish idea of judgment day.
The “work” (ἐργον) will be made manifest
by fire (ἐν πυρι ἀποκαλυπτεται) (2 Thess
1:8; 2:8; Matt 3:12; Luke 3:16.). The
materials used in the building will be
exposed to fire (το πυρ αὐτο δοκιμασει)
to see what sort of quality they possess
(ὁποιον ἐστιν). Most likely this fire will be
the penetrating gaze of holiness. If
anyone’s work shall “abide” (εἰ τινος το
ἐργον μενει)—that is, its quality
withstands the test—God will provide a
suitable reward (Matt 20:8). The lazy or
disobedient believer who has lived a life
of irresponsibility shall suffer loss
(ζημιωθήσεται, “to be deprived of
something” [1 Cor 3:15]). The person’s
work is burned up (Matt 16:26; Luke
9:25), but that believer shall be saved as
though “through the fire” (οὕτως δὲ ὡς
διὰ πυρός). The punishment is described
not as a burning retribution but the
believer being deprived of rewards.47
These two central passages about
the judgment seat of Christ provide food
for thought on the believer’s evaluation
after death. The belief in this final
judgment was proclaimed by the apostles
and affirmed by the church fathers.48 A
key question, however, must be asked.
Will this cleansing take an extended time
in purgatory, or will it occur in a moment
of time? Once we are outside the spacetime continuum we now experience, how
do we measure time as we stand before
Christ the Judge? Certainly, since the
whole span of life must be covered in the
evaluation, it hardly seems viable that
such event would be instantaneous. Also,
as in much of our growth in maturity
through imperfect choices in our
temporal life, learning from our mistakes
and personal growth seem likely to be
part of the divine evaluation process.49
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Therefore, it would seem prudent
for those who believe in purgatory to
place more emphasis upon the grace and
love of the One who purges us, as did the
soul in “Gerontius.” In a similar vein, I
would encourage Protestants, especially
evangelicals, who see death as a seamless
transition to glory and reward to think
again about their view. The redemption of
Christ through his death, resurrection,
and ascension are the basis for our
salvation.
But
even
the
great
spokesperson for this, the apostle Paul,
thought that our post-death judgment
should fill the believer’s heart with
reverential fear. We can all agree Christ
paid the penalty for our sin on the cross
but also that we will be held accountable
for the life we have lived while on the
earth.50

goddesses, to remember that the
dullest and most uninteresting
person you talk to may one day be a
creature which, if you saw it now,
you would be strongly tempted to
worship, or else a horror and a
corruption such as you now meet, if
at all, only in a nightmare. All day
long we are, in some degree,
helping each other to one or other
of theses destinations. It is in the
light of these overwhelming
possibilities, it is with the awe and
the circumspection proper to them,
that we should conduct all our
dealings with one another, all
friendships, all loves, all play, all
politics. There are no ordinary
people.51

Conclusion

We have seen that the view of C.S.
Lewis on purgatory does not fit
completely within the Roman Catholic
tradition and certainly not within that of
many Protestant denominations. Yet
many Christian traditions would agree
that each believer will ultimately face
Christ as Judge to receive purging and
recompense for the life lived on earth.
Our study has also shown that
Lewis’s ethical bedrock was found in the
law of nature. This starting point was
central to the teaching of medieval
theologian Thomas Aquinas. Both of these
men saw a self-evident quality to
universal moral norms but also found
these as inadequate without being
informed by divine revelation in the
Christian Scriptures. Finally, the ethical
choices that we make every day are
feeding into the persons that we will
become in eternity. As Lewis explained
the social dimension of growing in Christlikeness, there are no ordinary people:
It is a serious thing to live in a
society of possible gods and
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Certainly J. R. R. Tolkien was very
much aware of the Arthurian tradition that
existed during the medieval period and
even earlier, especially as depicted by
Thomas Malory in Le Morte d’Arthur and
Laȝamon's Brut. The affinities of the
characters of Aragorn and Gandalf with
Arthur and Merlin are too obvious not to
notice, yet transformed in such a way by
Tolkien that they are infused with new
meaning and purpose. It is this transmogrification that connects Tolkien’s work
with the past and provides the palimpsest for
the world he creates in his epic adventure
depicted in The Lord of the Rings. An
examination of the specific details of this
process enlightens and invigorates the
reader, and enlivens and exfoliates the text.
By examining The Lord of the Rings in
light of the Arthurian tradition that Tolkien
was immersed in, it becomes apparent
how “texts produced by . . . precursors . . .
often become palimpsests as they are
appropriated by successive generations of
authors” (Harrison 1). This appropriation of
texts of one author by another, often called
intertextuality, occurs for various reasons: to
express admiration, to appeal to the writer as
an authority figure, to engage the author in a
debate of ideas, or to confront and even
oppose the basic contentions of the earlier
author (Harrison 1). Regarding intertextuality, Mikhail Bakhtin (1974) believes
that a text can be understood only as the
individual compares it with different texts; in
other words, “the text lives only by coming
into contact with another text (with

context). Only at the point of this contact
between texts does a light flash, illuminating
both the posterior and anterior, joining a
given text to a dialogue” (66). Thus, a text
cannot stand alone. Since the author of the
text is also a reader of texts, he or she brings
to the created work numerous influences, and
the reader as well brings to any text being
read all of the other texts he or she has read
before this one (Worton and Still,
Introduction 1-2).
However, Tolkien’s story differs from
some of the conventional notions of
intertextuality and seeks to transcend,
transform, and transmogrify the texts of King
Arthur and Merlin in such a way as to release
new meaning and re-envision his ideas for
subcreating the world of Middle Earth and
staging the ultimate conflict between the
forces of Power—good versus evil. The
essence of the tale may be ancient, but the
retelling is indeed new—one that is
applicable for past, present, and future
generations. In fact, during the Victorian era,
Thomas Carlyle (1830) demanded that close
attention be given to the past—to history. In
his essay “On History” (1830), he says that
meaning in the present and the future can be
known only as the past is studied. He writes,
“For though the whole meaning lies far
beyond our ken; yet in that complex
Manuscript covered over with formless
inextricably-entangled unknown characters,
— nay which is a Palimpsest, and had once
prophetic writing, still dimly legible there,-some letters, some words, may be deciphered” (56, author’s emphasis). Certainly
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the Arthurian tradition is legible as an urtext
in Tolkien’s magnum opus The Lord of the
Rings—one that can definitely be uncovered.
Claus Uhlig concurs with Carlyle and
maintains that in the intertext, which he
likens
to
the
palimpsest, “historically
conditioned tensions come to the fore:
tensions not only between calendar time and
intraliterary time but also between the
author’s intention and the relative autonomy
of a text, or between the old and the new in
general (502). The presence of the past
coexists with the text; thus, “any text will the
more inevitably take on the characteristics of
a palimpsest the more openly it allows the
voices of the dead to speak, thus—-in a
literary transcription of our cultural
heritage—-bringing about a consciousness of
the presentness of the past” (Uhlig
502). Uhlig thus concludes that the goal of
the critic is to determine “to what extent the
present is indeed based upon the past
(palingenesis), nay up to a point even
determined by it (ananke)—-a dependence
which is most clearly reflected in the
multilayered
structure
of
works
or texts saturated with history (palimpsest)”
(503). Deciphering the present moment of
the text as it relates to many past moments
reveals the intertextual meaning the text
seeks to convey and the critic to
uncover.1 Thus, for the present study, the
ancient personages of Arthur and Merlin and
their literary, cultural, and religious
background provide the palimpsest for much
of the material that frames the characters of
Aragorn and Gandalf in Tolkien’s The Lord of
the Rings.
As a child, Tolkien learned to love
myth and story, for his mother, who was his
first teacher, began to assign him storybooks
to read that included Andrew Lang’s Red
Fairy Book, where he learned to love dragons
(“I desired dragons with a profound
desire” [“On Fairy Stories” 63]) and George
MacDonald’s “Curdie” books that depicted
evil goblins that lived under the mountains
(Carpenter 22-23). Tolkien was also very
enthusiastic
about
Arthurian
myths
(Carpenter 22), “devour[ing] Sir Thomas

Malory’s Morte d’Arthur,” especially the
legend of the Holy Grail and the Knights of the
Round Table (Grotta 65). Later, as a student
at King Edward’s, along with his brother
Hilary, he “turned back to Middle English and
discovered Sir Gawain and the Green
Knight” (Carpenter 35). According to
Humphrey Carpenter, this “was another
poem to fire his imagination: the medieval
tale of an Arthurian knight and his search for
the mysterious giant who is to deal him a
terrible axe-blow. Tolkien was delighted by
the poem and also by its language, for he
realised that its dialect was approximately
that which had been spoken by his mother’s
West Midland ancestors” (35). In 1925
Tolkien and E.V. Gordon published the text
of Sir Gawain and the Green Knight that
became a standard in the field, and in 1967
Tolkien translated this particular edition of
the poem into new English (Grotta 66).
During the 1930s, Tolkien began to
write a non-rhyming alliterative poem
entitled “The
Fall
of
Arthur,” which
Humphrey Carpenter describes as “Tolkien’s
only imaginative incursion into the Arthurian
cycle, whose legends had pleased him since
childhood” (168). In this work, “he did not
touch on the Grail but began an individual
rendering of the Morte d’Arthur, in which the
king and Gawain go to war in ‘Saxon
lands’ but are summoned home by news of
Mordred’s
treachery” (168).
Although
Tolkien intended to finish the work as late as
June 1955 (Letters 218-219), it exists only as
a fragment. His fellow scholars, E. V. Gordon
and R. W. Chambers, read the poem and
praised it (Carpenter 168). His connection of
Arthur and Merlin with the world of fairy is
made clear in his 1939 essay “On Fairy
Stories” when Tolkien writes that “the good
and evil story of Arthur’s court is a ‘fairy
story’” (41), for “the land of Merlin and
Arthur,” what Tolkien calls “an Otherworld,” “was better than” his “relatively safe
world,” the world without dragons (63).
T. A. Shippey points out that Tolkien
was influenced by "Brut, an Arthurian
Chronicle-epic by one Laȝamon. Tolkien
certainly valued this as a repository of past
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tradition, borrowing from it, for instance,
Éowyn's word ‘dwimmerlaik’. At some stage
he must also have noted that the stream by
which the poet lived—it is a tributary of the
Severn—was the River Gladdon" (The Road to
Middle-Earth 348-349). Even C. S. Lewis in
his review of The Fellowship of the Ring
quotes Naomi Mitchison who makes the
Arthurian connection: "One takes it as
seriously as Malory" ("On Stories" 83), "but,"
Lewis observes, "then the ineluctable sense of
reality which we feel in the Morte
d'Arthur comes largely from the great weight
of other men's work built up century by
century, which has gone into it" (83); for
Lewis, Tolkien's "book is like lightning from a
clear sky. . . . To say that in it heroic romance,
gorgeous,
eloquent,
and
unashamed,
has suddenly returned . . . is inadequate"
(83). Continuing his praise, Lewis says, "The
utterly new achievement of Professor Tolkien
is that he carries a comparable sense of
reality unaided" (83). Clearly, in Lewis' mind
the Arthurian connection exists.
It is true that in a letter to Milton
Waldmon, more than likely composed during
the latter part of 1951, Tolkien asserts that
the Arthurian myths are inadequate for the
world he is making. He writes, “Of course
there was and is all the Arthurian world, but
powerful as it is, it is imperfectly naturalized,
associated with the soil of Britain but not
with English; and does not replace what I felt
to be missing. For one thing its ‘faerie’ is too
lavish, and fantastical, incoherent and
repetitive” (Letters 144).
Perhaps surprisingly, the belief of Tolkien that the
"incoherent and repetitive" "Arthurian world"
was insufficient actually provides support for
the assertion that the Celtic myth is a
palimpsest for his subcreation. Tolkien's
"dismissal of Arthur is negative evidence of
its power, for it shows that Arthur was in his
mind" (Flieger, "J. R. R Tolkien" 48).
It is certainly to be expected that the
collision of worlds and texts (Tolkien's
Middle-earth and the Arthurian legends)
results in the elimination of some aspects of
the tales, the incorporation of others, and the
transformation of many, but it seems that the

"once prophetic writing [is] still dimly legible
there,--some letters, some words, may be
deciphered” (Carlyle 56). As Verlyn Flieger
observes, "Although Tolkien made use of
Arthurian motifs in The Lord of the Rings (the
withdrawal of a sword, a tutelary wizard, the
emergence of a hidden king, a ship departure
to a myth-enshrined destination), these are
reinvented to fit the context of his own story"
("Arthurian Romance"35).
Nowhere does this seem clearer than
"[i]n his portrait of Gandalf, [where] Tolkien
has drawn on earlier texts and traditions,
particularly those featuring Merlin, but he has
not done so formulaically. On the contrary,
Gandalf tests the limits and moves beyond the
expectations raised by many previous Merlin
figures, especially in his use of magic, his
association with women, his relationship to
power, and his pedagogical strategies" (Riga
21). Ruth Noel in her book The Mythology of
Middle Earth argues that Gandalf and Merlin
are clearly connected, for they are both
"powerful, prophetic, inscrutable, and,
suddenly, unexpectedly human"; they also
have "the responsibility for the fortunes of a
nation and its future king"; and both have
"obscure beginnings and mysterious endings
to their lives" (109).
The Merlin of Arthurian tradition is a
figure who wields great power and is not
unwilling or hesitant to use it to accomplish
his purposes of preserving the kingdom or
changing the future. He is responsible for the
birth of King Arthur and his being crowned
king of Camelot. Merlin is also the creator of
the Round Table and guides the affairs of the
kingdom with his advice and through his
magic. In contrast, Gandalf adamantly refuses
the absolute power offered to him by Frodo,
for he fears he cannot control it. The ring
Frodo is willing to give up can only bring evil,
never good. Frodo says to Gandalf, "You are
wise and powerful. Will you not take the
Ring?" To which Gandalf emphatically
replies, "No! . . . With that power I should
have power too great and terrible. And over
me the Ring would gain a power still greater
and more deadly. . . . Do not tempt me! For I
do not wish to become like the Dark Lord
4
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himself" (Fellowship of the Ring 87). In a
letter to Eileen Elgar (September 1963),
Tolkien describes Gandalf had he possessed
the ring: "Gandalf as Ring-Lord would have
been far worse than Sauron. He would have
remained 'righteous,' but self-righteous. . . . Gandalf would have made good detestable
and seem evil" (Letters 332-333). According
to Tolkien, he would control the wills of
others, and they would no longer be free:
"The supremely bad motive is (for this tale,
since it is specially about it) domination of
other 'free' wills." ("Letter to Naomi
Mitchison," Letters 200).
The
act
of
domination of one human being over
another—forcing individuals to do something
they do not choose to do even if it is what
they should do—corrupts the one who
coerces (Riga 38). According to Tom Shippey,
the evil of the ring is not just external; it
reaches out to "echo in the hearts of the
good," and therefore the bearer of the Ring
cannot trust himself or his friends (The Road
to Middle-Earth 145). The Gandalf who
refuses to carry the ring of power is not the
same as the Merlin of history. As Frank Riga
observes, "Gandalf is quite unlike any other
Merlin figure from the past. . . . Whereas
previous Merlin figures embraced power,
Gandalf recognizes its inherent and
inescapable dangers and thus renounces it"
(38). Hence, Tolkien’s transmogrification of
Merlin takes place. The wizard who craves
power is transformed to become the wizard
who rejects it.
Another point of divergence for
Tolkien from the Arthurian tradition
concerns Gandalf's and Merlin's relationship
with women: he "critiques a longstanding
tradition according to which Merlin's loss of
power comes about through his love for a
woman who becomes powerful by gaining
access to his magic" (Riga 24). Thus, in the
ancient tales, "Merlin's love is depicted as a
weakness or obsession, leading to his
unwilling—or willing—imprisonment or
death" (Riga 24). For example, in Le Morte
d’Arthur, Malory relates the famous tragic tale
of Merlin and Nimue, the Lady of the Lake:

[I]t fell so that Merlin fell in a dotage on
the damosel that King Pellinore
brought to court, and she was one of
the damosels of the lake. . . . But Merlin
would let her have no rest, but always
he would be with her. And ever she
made Merlin good cheer till she had
learned of him all manner thing that
she desired; and he was assotted upon
her, that he might not be from her. . . .

And so, soon after, the lady and Merlin
departed, and by the way Merlin
showed her many wonders, and came
into Cornwall. And always Merlin lay
about the lady to have her maidenhood,
and she was ever passing weary of him,
and fain would have been delivered of
him, for she was afeard of him because
he was a devil's son, and she could not
beskift him by no mean. And so on a
time it happed that Merlin showed to
her in a rock whereas was a great
wonder, and wrought by enchantment,
that went under a great stone. So by her
subtle working she made Merlin to go
under that stone to let her wit of the
marvels there; but she wrought so
there for him that he came never out
for all the craft he could do. And so she
departed and left Merlin. (bk. 4, ch. 1)

In this story, Merlin is beguiled by a woman
who desires to discover his esoteric
knowledge. He, a willing victim with ulterior
motives of his own, is outmaneuvered and
trapped helplessly under a rock, and
according to this tradition, there he died—
deceived and alone.
In contrast, Tolkien's wizard Gandalf
finds "forceful women with supernatural
powers . . . [as his] source of strength,
protection, and healing, not instruments of
temptation and destruction" (Riga 24). For
example, after Gandalf defeats the Balrog ("I
threw down my enemy, and he fell from the
high place and broke the mountainside where
he smote it in the rain" [Two Towers 125]),
Galadriel sends Gwaihir the Windlord to bear
Gandalf to Lothlórien where she brings him
healing, clothes him in white, and apparently
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gives him a new staff. He becomes Gandalf
the White (Two Towers 126). So, although the
character Merlin seems to clearly function as
a palimpsest for the Gandalf Tolkien creates,
demonstrating the presence of the past
coexisting with the text and acquiring “the
characteristics of a palimpsest the more
openly it allows the voices of the dead to
speak" (Uhlig 502), Tolkien transmogrifies
the Arthurian figure and enlivens his
character Gandalf with a proper motivation
for his magic and a right relationship with
women.
Both Merlin and Gandalf are
instrumental in the success of their respective
kings, Arthur and Aragorn, exhibiting great
devotion and loyalty. Gandalf is responsible
for Aragon becoming King of Gondor, while
Merlin aids Arthur in being crowned King of
Camelot. Both wizards put aside their own
ambitions to promote their hero-kings (Finn
23). Richard Finn observes, "As in the coming
of Arthur, a wizard heralds Aragorn's
'arrival.' Fulfilling prophecy, he comes
bearing a sword of legend, and he is
victorious in uniting the lands around him"
(24). In The Lord of the Rings, once Sauron is
destroyed, Gandalf proclaims to Aragorn that
"my work is finished. I shall go soon. The
burden must lie now upon you and your
kindred" (Return of the King 278). Thus, he
leaves Middle-earth to be ruled by men. He
tells Saruman, "[T]he time of my labours now
draws to an end. The King has taken on the
burden" (Return of the King 291).
Even the childhoods of Arthur and
Aragorn are similar, for they are both raised
among elves. Laȝamon in his Brut describes
the childhood of King Arthur: "So soon as he
came on earth, elves took him; they
enchanted the child with magic most strong,
they gave him might to be the best of all
knights; they gave him another thing, that he
should be a rich king; they gave him the third,
that he should live long; they gave to him the
prince virtues most good, so that he was most
generous of all men alive." In like manner,
Aragorn was raised by the Elves who lived in
Rivendell and Lothlórien. Finn points out,
"Aragorn exemplifies elven virtues and beliefs

by respecting and admiring nature, the
ancient traditions of elves and men, the elven
language, and healing lore" (24). Aragorn,
like Arthur, is given long life, for he is one of
the Numenoreans, and they, according to
Tolkien, are "rewarded by a triple, or more
than a triple, span of years." (Letters154).
Key to the stories of Arthur and
Aragorn are the swords they both carry:
Excalibur (also known as Caledfwich and
Caliburen) and Andúril (which means "Flame
of the West," also called Narsil, Red and White
Flame, or the Sword that was Broken, and
subsequently renamed the Sword Re-forged),
respectively. They are both symbols of their
kingships (Finn 24), and according to María
José Álvarez-Faedo, "the connection [of
Aragon's
sword]
with
Excalibur
is
unquestionable" (196). How Arthur became
king is related in Le Morte d’Arthur and very
much involves a sword:
How gat ye this sword? said Sir Ector to
Arthur.

Sir, I will tell you. When I came home
for my brother's sword, I found nobody
at home to deliver me his sword; and so
I thought my brother Sir Kay should not
be swordless, and so I came hither
eagerly and pulled it out of the stone
without any pain.
Found ye any knights about this sword?
said Sir Ector.
Nay, said Arthur.

Now, said Sir Ector to Arthur, I
understand ye must be king of this
land.
Wherefore I, said Arthur, and for what
cause?

Sir, said Ector, for God will have it so;
for there should never man have drawn
out this sword, but he that shall be
rightwise king of this land. (bk, 1, ch. 5)

Arthur is the only one able to remove the
sword from the stone and is therefore
crowned the ruler of the land.
6
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Later, Arthur fights Pellinore, a knight
who knocks him off of his horse, with this
same sword. Le Morte d’Arthur relates the
event:
And there began a strong battle with
many great strokes, and so hewed with
their swords that the cantels flew in the
fields, and much blood they bled both,
that all the place there as they fought
was overbled with blood, and thus they
fought long and rested them, and then
they went to the battle again, and so
hurtled together like two rams that
either fell to the earth. So at the last
they smote together that both their
swords met even together. But the
sword of the knight smote King
Arthur's sword in two pieces,
wherefore he was heavy. (bk. 1, ch. 23)

The sword was no longer of one piece but
rent in twain. Merlin later takes Arthur to the
Lady of the Lake and receives from her hand
the reforged Excalibur (at least that is implied
in Malory's account): "So Sir Arthur and
Merlin alighted and tied their horses to two
trees, and so they went into the ship, and
when they came to the sword that the hand
held, Sir Arthur took it up by the handles, and
took it with him, and the arm and the hand
went under the water" (bk.1, ch. 25).
Aragorn's sword is essential to his
restored kingship. In the past it was wielded
by Isildur who struck Sauron with it, resulting
in the loss of the One Ring and the breaking of
Narsil:
From the ruin of the Gladden Fields,
where Isildur perished, three men only
came ever back over the mountains
after long wandering. One of these was
Ohtar, the esquire of Isildur, who bore
the shards of the sword of Elendil; and
he brought them to Valandil, the heir of
Isildur, who being but a child had
remained here in Rivendell. But Narsil
was broken and its light extinguished,
and it has not yet been forged
again. (Fellowship of the Ring 293)

While journeying through Middle-earth,
Aragorn carried the shards of his sword in a
sheath. After Frodo meets Aragorn at Bree,
Frodo opens a letter that Gandalf had left for
him that contained a poem mentioning the
reforging of Aragorn's sword and the return
of the king.
All that is gold does not glitter,
Not all those who wander are lost;
The old that is strong does not wither,
Deep roots are not reached by the frost.
From the ashes a fire shall be woken,
A light from the shadows shall spring;
Renewed shall be blade that was broken,
The
crownless
again
shall
be
king. (Fellowship of the Ring 212)

Aragon reveals the worthless sword: "'But I
am Aragorn, and those verses go with that
name.' He drew out his sword, and they saw
that the blade was indeed broken a foot
below the hilt. 'Not much use is it, Sam?' said
Strider. 'But the time is near when it shall be
forged
anew'"
(Fellowship
of
the
Ring 214). The prophecy says that the sword
originally named Narsil, broken in two pieces,
will be renewed, and it is indeed fulfilled, for
the elves repair the sword before Aragon and
the Fellowship of the Ring leave Rivendell:
The Sword of Elendil was forged anew
by Elvish smiths, and on its blade was
traced a device of seven stars set
between the crescent Moon and the
rayed Sun, and about them was written
many runes; for Aragorn son of
Arathorn was going to war upon the
marches of Mordor. Very bright was
that sword when it was made whole
again; the light of the sun shone redly
in it, and the light of the moon shone
cold, and its edge was hard and keen.
And Aragorn gave it a new name and
called it Andúril, Flame of the West.
(The Fellowship of the Ring 331)

The sword is very much connected to the one
who wields it. Aragorn makes this very clear
when he removes it before entering the house
of Theoden.
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Slowly Aragorn unbuckled his belt and
himself set his sword upright against
the wall. "Here I set it," he said; "but I
command you not to touch it, nor to
permit any other to lay hand on it. In
this elvish sheath dwells the Blade that
was Broken and has been made
again. Telchar first wrought it in the
deeps of time. Death shall come to any
man that draws Elendil’s sword save
Elendil’s heir" (Two Towers 136).

The swords of the kings are
instrumental in the acquisition and the
preservation of their kingdoms, for "the best
swords break so that no one else can wield
them until a worthy successor appears. The
restored sword is both the signal and the
means by which a rightful dynasty is
restored" (Colbert 149). Tolkien is especially
interested in the symbolism and significance
of the "blade that was broken" (Fellowship of
the Ring 212) and its renewal. As he reimagines Excalibur in his work, "historically
conditioned tensions come to the fore" (Uhlig
502).
Tolkien's Excalibur—Aragorn's
Andúril—is re-envisioned and recast into one
of the mightiest swords of Middle-earth,
forged by one of its greatest smiths, Telchar, a
dwarf (Silmarillion 85-86), and later reforged
by the elves of Rivendell. Not only do the
restored swords signal the return of the
rightful heirs to their respective thrones, but
their sheaths are wrought with magical
power. Merlin emphatically tells Arthur of
the power that resides in the scabbard of
Excalibur:
Then Sir Arthur looked on the sword,
and liked it passing well. Whether
liketh you better, said Merlin, the
sword or the scabbard? Me liketh
better the sword, said Arthur. Ye are
more unwise, said Merlin, for the
scabbard is worth ten of the swords, for
whiles ye have the scabbard upon you,
ye shall never lose no blood, be ye
never so sore wounded; therefore keep
well the scabbard always with you. (bk.
1, ch. 25)

This is also true with Andúril, for when
Aragorn leaves Lothlórien, Galadriel gives
him a most special gift.
"Here is the gift of Celeborn and
Galadriel to the leader of your
Company," she said to Aragorn, and she
gave him a sheath that had been made
to fit his sword. It was overlaid with a
tracery of flowers and leaves wrought
of silver and gold, and on it were set in
elven runes formed of many gems the
name Andúril and the lineage of the
sword.

"The blade that is drawn from this
sheath shall not be stained or broken
even in defeat," she said. (The
Fellowship of the Ring 442)

Galadriel's sheath protects Andúril from
destruction; it will never be broken again.
For
Tolkien,
consciously
or
unconsciously, the light that shines from
Excalibur in the Arthurian textual tradition
serves as a palimpsest for the brilliance of
Andúril, a mighty weapon of Middle-earth.
Ironically, when the two textual traditions
(Arthurian legend and Middle-earth myth)
contact or collide, flashes of meaning emerge
and result in an intensity of light in Tolkien’s
work. Colin Duriez asserts, “Light, and its
contrast with darkness, is a key motif in
Tolkien’s mythology of Middle-earth” (157).
In Le Morte d’Arthur, as Arthur wields
Excalibur, the sword dazzles his enemies and
paves the way for victory in battle. Thomas
Malory relates the story:
Then King Lot brake out on the back
side, and the King with the Hundred
Knights, and King Carados, and set on
Arthur fiercely behind him. With that
Sir Arthur turned with his knights, and
smote behind and before, and ever Sir
Arthur was in the foremost press till his
horse was slain underneath him. And
therewith King Lot smote down King
Arthur. With that his four knights
received him and set him on horseback.
Then he drew his sword Excalibur, but
it was so bright in his enemies' eyes,
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that it gave light like thirty torches. And
therewith he put them a-back, and slew
much people. (bk. 1, ch. 9)

Like Excalibur, Narsil is very much connected
to light. In a letter to Richard Jeffrey (Dec. 12,
1972), Tolkien describes the meaning of the
name of the sword: "Narsil is a name
composed of 2 basic stems without variation
or adjuncts: √NAR 'fire', & √THIL 'white
light'. It thus symbolised the chief heavenly
lights, as enemies of darkness, Sun (Anar) and
Moon (in Q) Isil. Andúril means Flame of the
West (as a region) not of the Sunset"
(Letters 425).
Both Excalibur and Andúril lead their
kings to a conquest of their enemies. King
Arthur "slew much people," and Aragorn
returns victorious from Minas Tirath and is
welcomed by Faramir, the Steward of Gondor,
who introduced him to his people as the
rightful heir to the throne: "Here is Aragorn
son of Arathorn, chieftain of the Dúnedain of
Arnor, Captain of the Host of the West, bearer
of the Star of the North, wielder of the Sword
Reforged, victorious in battle, whose hands
bring healing. . . . Shall he be king and enter
into the City and dwell there?’And all the host
and all the people cried yea with one
voice” (Return of the King 273). The wielders
of Excalibur and the Sword Reforged arise as
victorious warriors ready to rule their
kingdoms justly and in peace; they have
proven their kingship. Their futures are
forged by their swords.
The juxtaposition of the Arthurian
tradition with Tolkien's Middle-earth creation
certainly provides flashes of meaning,
enlightening the texts, "illuminating both the
posterior and anterior, joining a given text to
a dialogue” (Bakhtin 66). This exploration
and exfoliation of the works provide glimpses
into connections not always obvious, but
nevertheless meaningful and elucidating. For
just as Tolkien never stopped revising (which
frustrated his publishers greatly), the
consummate scholar and dedicated reader
will continue to plumb the depths of his
works. Intertextual relationships between
texts and the palimpsests that function as

urtexts may be one of the most effective ways
to do just that, and perhaps through this
effort, all who explore Middle-earth can grasp
in their hands "a little of the gold" that
Tolkien once held ("On Fairy Stories" 38).

Note
1. Much of the information in this paper
concerning intertextuality and palimpsests has
been taken directly from chapter 1 of my
dissertation
entitled “The
Function
of
Intertextuality in the Poetry of Gerard Manley
Hopkins and George Herbert: Catching a Glimpse
of Christ” (University of Tulsa, 2000).
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Introduction
Spiritual desolation, while a
perennial human experience, is expressed
in
historically-determined
diction,
influenced by poetic and religious
predecessors. Gerard Manley Hopkins
and Charles Williams, two Anglo/Catholic
poets, are an interesting case study,
especially as Hopkins helped shape
Williams’s later prosody. Today, we are
sharing our findings on only two forms of
spiritual darkness in the later poetry of
these two writers: Ignatian desolation
and the crisis of schism.
Charles Williams’s early poems
are frequently called “pastiche” (see, for
instance, Dunning 113), and employ rigid,
archaic, juvenile rhyme schemes and
metrical patterns. Then, according to
Anne Ridler, he “re-read Hopkins at the
right moment—the moment when he was
able to make use of certain technical
effects which were much better suited to
his needs than the elaborate stanzas and
the too-well-used blank verse forms
which he had been employing” (Ridler
lxi).
What had happened? In July of
1930, Robert Bridges asked Williams to
edit the second edition of Hopkins’s
poems. He did so, and also wrote the
critical introduction. This volume was
published by Oxford University Press that
same year (Ridler lxi, 49). Then, in 1938,
Williams’s Taliessin Through Logres
appeared in 1938. The change is startling.

These poems are fresh, original, and
musical. Glen Cavaliero writes: “the
influence of Hopkins becomes apparent:
enjambment,
internal
rhymes,
alliteration, irregular stress meters, above
all, the deployment of monosyllables and
a
judiciously
arcane
vocabulary.
Williams’s editing of Hopkins’s poems
obviously has much to do with this”
(Cavaliero 98). Stephen Dunning writes
that in 1938, Williams was “a writer in the
throes of a major stylistic revolution” and
that “the new verse is distinctively
Hopkinsesque” (112).
Hopkins’s Ignatian Desolation

During 1885, Gerard Manley
Hopkins (1844-1889) composed six
sonnets— “Carrion Comfort,” “No worst,
there is none,” “To seem the stranger,” “I
wake and feel,” “Patience, hard thing!”
and “My own heart”—that have been
called both “desolate” and “terrible”
sonnets.
Calling
them
“desolate”
evidences scholars’ desire for these
sonnets to fall within the safe boundaries
of a spiritual tradition. Spiritual writers
including Bernard of Clairvaux, Dante,
and John of the Cross have all vividly
described experiencing both God’s
comforting presence and the feeling that
this presence has withdrawn (Bump 177).
Significantly, Ignatius Loyola, who
influenced the Jesuit Hopkins, gives these
two tides of the spiritual life both names
and definitions. He defines desolation as
2
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contrary to the love for God that
consolation excites (Sermons 203), and
describes its symptoms as:
Darkness and confusion of soul,
attraction toward low and earthly
objects, disquietude caused by
various agitations and temptations,
which move the soul to diffidence
without hope and without love, so
that it finds itself altogether
slothful, tepid, sad, and as it were
separated from its Creator and Lord
(qtd. in Sermons 204).

Both the description and the experience
would have been familiar to Jesuits who
examined their souls in Ignatian
concentration.
Though desolation and consolation are well-established as patterns
in the spiritual life, the question remains:
do the six sonnets fit within this tradition,
or is this just a comforting way of dealing
with spiritual crisis and even loss of faith?
Scholars disagree, with David A. Downes
concluding that Ignatian spirituality “is
clearly evident in much of the mature
poetry of the Jesuit period except those
sonnets of the last years usually
designated as the ‘terrible sonnets’” (11),
Daniel A. Harris describing the sonnets as
an “abrupt... alteration” that “entail
nothing less than Hopkins’s unwilled
submission to solipsism” (3), and Jerome
Bump, on the other hand, placing them
within the existing framework of
medieval acedia and spiritual desolation
(167-196).
One logical way of investigating
the question is to look closely at
Hopkins’s notes for his Spiritual Exercises
commentary he was writing in the 1880s
and to compare their diction with the
desolate sonnets’ diction, composed that
same decade. This will bring us closer to
understanding whether or not there is a
connection between Ignatian desolation
and the desolate sonnets. Since the
Spiritual Exercises was the guidebook for
Jesuit retreats, and since it is known that

Hopkins’s
spiritual
directors
had
counseled him about desolation by using
it (S 205), its influence cannot be
dismissed. Thus, even though others have
proposed other spiritual fathers who may
have influenced the way Hopkins thought
of his desolation (Downes suggests John
of the Cross and Thomas à Kempis; 131
and
132-36;
138-145),
Ignatian
desolation must remain the logical stating
point. “All his ideas,” says Christopher
Devlin, “stem from the making of the
Spiritual Exercises” (Sermons 109).
The fact that Hopkins was
working on a commentary on the Spiritual
Exercises during the same decade he
composed his “inspirations unbidden”
(Sermons 107; Letters 221) further
solidifies the connection. Though no copy
of the commentary itself exists (Downes
34), lengthy notes for it do exist and offer
an unpolished and perhaps therefore
more honest insight into the connections
between Hopkins’s desolate poetry and
spiritual desolation. One particular
sonnet has been noted for the similarity
of its diction and Hopkins’s commentary
notes (Sermons, n. 135), and it is on “My
own heart” that this study will focus.
Furthermore, scholars have noted how
heavily the first week of Ignatius’s
Exercises, rather than later weeks, weighs
into Hopkins’s meditations (Downes 146),
so this can further narrow this study’s
scope.
Ignatian Colloquy

In the first week of Ignatius’s
Spiritual
Exercises,
the
retreatant
scrutinizes his conscience for particular
and general sins, cataloguing and
repenting of all his sins, year by year, for
his entire past, and meditating upon sin
and hell. This leads the retreatant to a
colloquy overflowing in loving gratitude
for God’s mercy. Ignatian colloquy is a
blend of “imagining Christ our Lord
present” and “reflecting on myself”
(Ignatius qtd. in Sermons 132). Hopkins
found a harmony between colloquy and
3
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sonnet that gave further form to his
poetry (Harris 4). The desolate sonnets,
likewise, show the colloquial structure
that is “made properly,” says Ignatius:
by speaking as a friend speaks to a
friend, or as a servant to his master,
at one time asking for some favour,
at another accusing oneself of some
evil done, at another informing him
of one’s affairs and seeking counsel
concerning them. (Sermons 132)

As “My own heart” begins, the speaker
initiates the colloquy by asking “for some
favour”: more pity, self-kindness, and selfcharity. In this case, the speaker must be
addressing Christ because it is clear that
he has not yet found enough pity,
kindness, and charity within himself. “My
own heart let me more have pity on,” he
requests, “let/Me live to my sad self
hereafter
kind,/Charitable.”
Then,
Hopkins enacts the second part of the
colloquy by accusing himself, and
specifically by picturing his prior casting
about for comfort within his own
“comfortless,” a state so empty it has
become a noun—a “dramatic coinage to
define the absence of any consoling
presence of Jesus” (Cotter 229).
Finally, in the sestet, the speaker
diverges from the Ignatian pattern of
“seeking counsel concerning” one’s
affairs, and instead, presents a self that
has already received this counsel. James
Finn Cotter concludes that this indicates
“an absence of all sensible spiritual
comfort” (231). In Inspirations Unbidden,
Harris takes this a step further, arguing
that since Fr. John Roothan, who
translated the Spiritual Exercises, has
made the point that no link—even the
link of God’s answer to the colloquy—can
be left out of the chain of meditation, this
desolate sonnet’s promise lies unfulfilled.
Yet Hopkins has not skipped a link in the
chain of meditation by self-counseling,
nor does this indicate an absence of
spiritual comfort. Throughout Hopkins’s
sonnets, self-reflection blends with

prayer, and the speaker can often be
heard relating back to himself what Christ
has already said: the self mediating with
self as if the divided self has become a
wise spiritual director. Like a wise
spiritual counselor, he comforts the
Jackself, or common man (Johnson 159),
using the comfort with which he has been
comforted by God (NKJV, 2 Cor. 1:4). He
has not skipped a link; rather, that link
happens outside of the poem while
leaving the poem to bear witness of it.
Particular Diction

Not only the poem’s colloquial
structure, but also its diction, is Ignatian.
Hopkins’s “My own heart” and his
commentary notes for the first week of
the Exercises both use the words heart,
pity, blind, dark, and thirst in sections
that are significant enough to be well
worth comparing.
In his commentary, as he reflects
on the most beneficial way to meditate on
one’s lifetime of sin, Hopkins’s word
choice is similar to that of the voice that
counsels his own heart in the sonnet:
“There is a way of thinking of past sin
such that the thought numbs and kills the
heart, as all this Week of the Exercises
will do if care is not taken in giving it”
(Sermons 134). Thus, putting himself in
the role of spiritual director, Hopkins will
care for his heart, rather than permitting
it to grow numb and die. Ultimately, his
attitude will be one of pity, since he goes
on to say in the same paragraph that the
Christian should have the same feelings
toward his sin that Christ and Mary have
toward it:
For they turn from sin by nature…
and finding it embodied with a
thing they love find it infinitely
piteous: ‘O the pity of it!’ and why
should it ever have been?—these
are the sort of words that express
it. So that we may pity ourselves in
the same way, that such a thing as
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sin should ever have got hold of us.
(Sermons 134)

Devlin rightly connects this passage with
“My own heart” (n. Sermons 135), and
Bump concurs that rooting out sin is a
primary concern of the desolate sonnets
(169). In connecting the rooting out of sin
and the attitude of pity toward one’s own
heart,
Hopkins
contextualizes
his
comfortless state as part of his continuing
quest to understand and develop his
spirituality within an Ignatian framework.
In the commentary, a meditation
on hell is the section that immediately
follows the one in which Hopkins reflects
on attitudes toward sin. Do we find an
imaginative descent into hell in the
sonnet, too? Its diction is certainly
revealing, showing that Hopkins, in his
“tormented” and “tormenting” mind, has
lost himself in an exact earthly replica of
what the commentary notes imagine hell
is like: blindness and constraint. The
sonnet reads:
I cast for comfort I can no more get
By groping round my comfortless,
than blind
Eyes in their dark can day or thirst
can find
thirst’s all-in-all in all a world of
wet (Poems 111).

The comfortless state of the speaker’s
mind is remarkably close to the vision of
the torment the fallen angels will suffer,
the suffering with which the Ignatian
meditation begins (Sermons 131). Though
their torment will be greater than
humans’ because “the higher the nature
the greater the penalty” (Sermons 138),
the vision of hell Hopkins presents in his
commentary notes is telling:
An imprisonment in darkness, a
being in the dark; for darkness is
the phenomenon of foiled action in
the sense of sight. But this
constraint and this blindness will
be most painful when it is the main

stress or energy of the whole being
that is thus balked (Sermons 137).

Hopkins indicates that not seeing is a
greater punishment than seeing. The
sense of “foiled action” that also haunted
Hopkins in his private life is inherent in
both of these passages, since in the
sonnet, day and water may both exist but
cannot be perceived.
In the final stanza, the resolution
of the colloquy offers an image that does
not depart from the diction of the
commentary notes, yet offers far more
hope. In the final stanza, we see the
speaker delivered from hell because the
action of sight is no longer foiled. The
speaker perceives the sky, sees what has
been unforeseen, and sees light that
extends not just in the path in front of
him, but along a lovely mile. As Cotter
puts it, “Hopkins begins the slow ascent
upward from his Inferno to the dawn of
Easter Day” (230). From this final stanza,
we might even hope that, ascending from
his hell, the speaker has come to an even
greater assurance of forgiveness and finds
true pity for his heart.
The words found in the desolate
sonnets have often been considered
shocking and hopeless enough to be
labeled anomalies. They should not be so
surprising to encounter, though, in a poet
who had absorbed the language of the
Exercises’ first week. They are not the
words of a madman, nor of one who had
completely lost faith. They are the words
of a poet who, in his desolation, uses the
words, structure, and imagery of his own
spiritual tradition. Bringing a personal
desolation, a “darkness and confusion of
soul” (Sermons 204), to the first week’s
meditations, Gerard Manley Hopkins
makes sense of the hell of his tormented
mind and finds, in appropriating Christ
and Mary’s pity, comfort enough to find
day and to find thirst’s all-in-all.
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Williams’s Crisis of Schism
Charles Williams, on the other
hand, does not turn to a particular
Christian tradition for comfort in
desolation. Instead, he turns to aesthetics
and a kind of monistic holism he learned
in an occult society. The particular kind of
desolation he seeks to resolve is not, or at
least not primarily, personal. Instead, it is
literary. This type of spiritual darkness
seems to be peculiar to Williams. Williams
gives an extended account of this “crisis of
schism” in The English Poetic Mind
(1932).
The Nature of the Schism

What is this schism? Grevel
Lindop describes it as “a moment when
[poets] perceive a fundamental conflict or
contradiction within their most cherished
values.” Williams says it occurs when
“Entire union and absolute division are
experienced at once” (English Poetic Mind
42). It is a sense that something at once
cannot be, and yet is. Reality clashes with
reality when the poet exclaims at once “It
cannot be; it is impossible” (English Poetic
Mind 45), and “It is.” Williams judges
poetic success by how well the poet
confronts
and
surmounts
this
impossibility.
In explaining this crisis, Williams
claims that “The crisis ...is one common to
all men…. It is that in which every nerve
of the body, every consciousness of the
mind, shrieks that something cannot be.
Only it is” (English Poetic Mind 59-60).
The essential words to notice in that
quote are cannot be, is, and crisis. This
crisis is intense, and the way each poet
confronts it in his verse, Williams argues,
determines his greatness or mediocrity.
“In the poets,” he claims, “the poetic mind
is the most intense and enduring thing for
good or evil, and they must feel such a
conflict, such a revolution and subversion,
in their genius. That genius is their soul;
the wound is dealt to their soul.” (English

Poetic Mind 24-25) Notice the words
conflict,
contraries,
revolution,
subversion, and wound.
Incidentally, for all his claims of
impersonality, there may have been an
autobiographical catalyst in the formation
of Williams’s theory of schism. All the
evidence of his correspondence and
circumstances suggests that Williams
himself experienced this crisis personally,
and his own poetic oeuvre can be read in
its light. As Cavaliero summarizes: “The
personal crisis arose from Williams’s own
discovery of divided loyalties, even of
divided truth” when he fell in love with
someone other than his wife (25), and
then later when the woman fell in love
with someone else (Bosky 15, Hadfield
83-4). This double personal tragedy,
according to Glen Cavaliero, “seems to
have caused a self-questioning that was to
result in the release of his full creative
powers. It forced upon him the tragic
awareness of a division within the good”
(emphasis added). Williams himself
described it in these terms in a letter:
“there is a street in South London I have
walked through quicker (almost literally)
than the wind because of pain; and the
other girl...O ...! the rending agony” and “It
is eighteen [years] now since my own
small Impossibility began…. Madness and
pain and horror—and inexorable beauty
still” (Letters to Lalage 43, 55-56). Notice
there the words rending, implying a
tearing apart, and Impossibility (a term
he coined in 1943 in his introduction to
the letters of Evelyn Underhill; Cavaliero
26). These two terms are essential for
understanding the nature of Williams’s
crisis. This idea of divided loyalties within
the self and a sense of division from and
within metaphysical reality permeates
Williams’ writing, especially the later
works.
The Crisis in Williams’s oeuvre

The crisis permeates Williams’s
work. It is clearly articulated in his second
6
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book, Poems of Conformity, which was
published in 1917—the year he got
married, and the year he joined the
Fellowship of the Rosy Cross. The
narrative persona of Poems of Conformity
reveals a “deeply-divided ego” (Dunning
5) where the soul “trod a dangerous cleft,”
“dropped to separating depths, / And
drifted there alone” (“Richmond Park,” l.
10, Poems of Conformity 18).
Williams’s third book of poetry,
Windows of Night, focuses on the poet’s
tormented self-consciousness, bordering
on madness. In this volume, says Dunning,
“In addition to the avoidance and
repression he uses to keep selfknowledge in check, he occasionally
relegates problematic aspects of the self
to the ‘not-me’” (Dunning 10, 11). This
idea of the divided self-consciousness, of
the not-me, will be of prime importance
presently in comparing Williams’s later
poetry to Hopkins’s desolate sonnets.
The divided consciousness is
personified and dramatized in one of
Williams’s late novels, Descent into Hell
(1937). The protagonist, Pauline, is
tormented by a doppelganger: perhaps
the clearest literary expression of a sense
of divided self. When she is finally granted
the courage to face this fear, it turns out
that the other self is her real self, her
sanctified and glorified self, and she finds
spiritual healing by unifying with her
other half.
The Schism in Hopkins

Even when speaking of Hopkins’s
desolate sonnets in The English Poetic
Mind, Williams uses his unique diction:
“those sonnets awake our sense of a
capacity for so much suffering that the
only possibility is to ‘not choose not to
be’” (English Poetic Mind 198). Hopkins
could still choose to believe—or at least
choose not to commit suicide—in the face
of the crisis.
In his introduction to the second
edition of Hopkins’s poems, Williams

writes: “The simultaneous consciousness
of a controlled universe, and yet of
division, conflict, and crises within that
universe, is hardly so poignantly
expressed in any other English poets
than” in Hopkins and Milton (xiv-xv;
emphasis mine). Here he uses the same
diction as in The English Poetic Mind,
making it absolutely clear that he thought
the spiritual desolation of these sonnets is
the crisis of schism. He goes on to say that
Milton and Hopkins both have a “sense of
division and pain, of summons and effort”
and that “Both their imaginations... felt
the universe as divided within them and
without them” (ibid.). Finally, Williams
says that Hopkins has “a passionate
intellect which is striving at once to
recognize and explain both the singleness
and division of the accepted universe….”
(xiv-xv; emphasis mine).
This seems a pretty fair catalog of
all the diction of despair encountered in
other parts of Williams’s work: division,
conflict, and crises. Perhaps the most
significant clause is the claim that
Hopkins felt the universe divided both
within himself (the split self) and outside
of himself (the division from God).
Williams’s
word
choice
characterizes both the ontological nature
and the emotional experience of this
particular crisis as it was known and felt
by the poetic persona. They are quite
different from Hopkins’s Ignatian diction
of heart, pity, blind, dark, and thirst. They
are more abstract, Latinate, political, and
holistic.
Occult Monism in “The Prayers of the Pope”

I speculate that William’s diction
of an abstract, universal division came
from the ten years he spent in A.E. Waite’s
occult Fellowship of the Rosy Cross: a
Christian,
alchemical,
cabbalistic,
hermetic society. An essential principle of
hermeticism
is
the
idea
of
“correspondence,” a form of monism.
According to the “Emerald Tablet” of
7
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Hermes Trismagistus, a formative
document in Rosicrucian thought, “What
is below is like that which is above, and
what is above is similar to that which is
below to accomplish the wonders of the
one thing” and “As all things were
produced by the mediation of one being,
so all things were produced from this one
by adaption.” In other words, all things
are one. The worst crisis, then, is a
division within that unity.
Glen Cavaliero believes this
concept of crisis was so central to
Williams’s mental and emotional life that
he was “obsessed” by it (25). Stephen
Dunning examines Williams’s entire body
of work and whole system of thought
through the lens of this crisis. Williams
works this crisis into the plot, characters,
geography, and diction of his two
published collections of Arthurian verse,
Taliessin Through Logres (1938) and The
Region of the Summer Stars (1944).
One example will suffice. The
crisis and its resolution occur in the very
last poem of The Region of the Summer
Stars: “The Prayers of the Pope.” In this
poem, the Byzantine Empire (the setting
of his Arthurian myth) is falling apart.
Islamic armies are attacking it from
without; Christian heresies are splitting it
apart from within. King Arthur and
Lancelot are at war against one another in
France while Mordred torments the
kingdom of Logres at home. In Rome, a
young pope watches all of this and prays
before
celebrating
the
Christmas
Eucharist: “The Pope saw himself—he
sighed and prayed— / as a ruin of the
Empire; he died in a foreboding” (ll. 1267). He pictures himself as a microcosm of
the empire and foresees himself/itself
split apart as its provinces were divided:
He felt within himself the themes
divide, each
dreadfully autonomous in its own
corporeal place,
its virtue monopolized, its grace
prized, in schism,

...everywhere in mind and body
the terrible schism of identity.
(128-30, 135-36).

Notice the key words here: divide, schism
(twice). The Pope himself is experiencing
the personal crisis of division within his
sense of selfhood, but he is also the locus
of a much more terrible division. The
political, historical division of the Empire
represents the human separation from
God. Hence, it symbolizes damnation. The
result is the most dreadful catastrophe
that could possibly befall the human race:
“Against the rule of the Emperor the
indivisible / Empire was divided;
therefore the Parousia suspended / its
coming, and abode still in the land of the
Trinity” (145-7). The sins of Arthur and
his kingdom have postponed the second
coming of Christ! This is the ultimate
separation: the division of the human race
from its Creator.
Reading Hopkins Through Williams

Since Williams evaluates the
success of poets by how they face and
overcome this schism, it is important to
examine how Williams writes about this
crisis in Hopkins’s desolate sonnets. Let
us turn, then, to “My Own Heart” and read
it as Williams might have done.
The concept of the split self is
rampant throughout the sonnet. The
narrator carries on a colloquy with
himself throughout the poem. Some parts
of this colloquy are self-reflection, and
some parts are prayer and evidence of
Christ’s comfort. The narrator’s talking to
himself suggests a bi-partite identity in
which one self occupies the position of
insight and has the right to address,
cajole, chastise, and encourage the sorrier
self. In line 1, “me” needs to have pity on
“my own heart.” There are two selves
there: the one having pity, and the one
being pitied. In line 2, the “me” needs to
be kind to “my sad self.” The heart, then,
is the sad self. In lines 3 and 4, the picture
8
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becomes more complex: there are two
tormented minds, one of which (the “me”
of lines 1-2, presumably) is tormenting
the other. Who is tormenting the
tormenter remains an open question.
The sestet introduces a shift to a
sweeter, softer tone. The sad-self-heart
becomes the “Soul” and the “Jackself.”
There are, then, two selves within the
speaker, in colloquy with each other and
with God, Who has the power to “let” one
pity the other. The first self is “Me” and
“I”: the other is the soul-self-heartJackself. Both have tormented minds. Yet
it is clear that the Me/I self is the Ignatian
advisor, pointing the Jackself’s attention
towards God’s smile.
As noted above, self is mediating
with self as if the divided self, or at least
one half of it, has become a wise spiritual
director. Except for the three references
to torment, however, Hopkins’s narrator’s
divided self does not seem the same as
the “not-me” bordering on madness that
haunts Williams’s early verse (Dunning
11). Instead, is more like the divided Pope
at the end of Williams’s poem, praying for
hope in the form of “a promulgation of
sacred union.”
It would seem, then, from
Williams’s point of view, that Hopkins
faced up to the great crisis of schism,
wrote his way through it in the form of
the narrative persona in the desolate
sonnets, and took his place within the
canon of English poets through his
particular kind of spiritual courage. It
took courage to seem a stranger, look that
carrion comfort Despair in the face,
wrestle with God to a pitch past pitch of
grief, and still not chose not to be.

Conclusions
The schism or division that
Williams saw in Hopkins verse is, in “My
Own Heart,” represented by the two
“Betweenpie mountains.” Picture one
mountain to the north, one to the south,
each signifying one half of the split self.
But the two halves are in colloquy,
creating a rainbow-bridge in the sky
between them. This rainbow is God’s
smile, which unites the two. It is not
“wrung”: it is one “lovely mile.”
Similarly, “The Prayers of the
Pope” ends with a “hope” that God will
“Bestow now the double inseparable
wonder, / the irrevocable union.” Notice
that both poems end with hope of a future
resolution to their desolation. In “My Own
Heart,” the directing self is advising the
Jackself to take comfort; the Jackself has
not yet done so. In “The Prayers of the
Pope,” the prayer has not yet been
answered. But notice, too, that “My Own
Heart” ends in the present tense: God’s
smile already lights a lovely mile, here
and now. “The Prayers of the Pope” ends
in the past tense, where “The gnosis of
separation in the Pope’s soul / had
become”—already—“a promulgation of
sacred union” and the “consuls and lords
within the Empire” already “felt the
Empire / revive in a live hope.”
In conclusion, while Williams
shows no direction connection to Ignatian
spirituality, he did absorb some of that
ethos via a trickle-down effect: Ignatian
desolation is the most important kind of
desolation Hopkins deals with in his
sonnets, which in turn makes his sonnets
stronger. Williams, encountering these
sonnets,
strengthens
his
poetry,
expresses his own schism in verse, and
possibly finds consolation, as well. Both
poets end these poems in hope, pointing
beyond the split existence of the here and
now to an eternal, consolatory unity.
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Feminine Leadership:
Spenser’s Britomart and Lewis’s Reason
Jonathan Himes
John Brown University

Scholars have debated the apparent
sexism in many of C. S. Lewis’s writings and in
Without
his views on female clergy.1
addressing these particular issues of
importance in Lewisian studies, this paper
will analyze Lewis’s choice of a female virgin
in the role of Reason who topples the giant
“Spirit of the Age” in his early allegory, The
Pilgrim’s Regress (1933). Besides the obvious
influence of John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress
on this work, Edmund Spenser’s knight
Britomart from The Faerie Queene provides
the model of a strong feminine leader who
steps in to show the would-be hero how to
subdue one’s competing impulses on the
journey to moral ascendency.2 This paper
will first review some of Britomart's pivotal
scenes in Spenser that reveal this important
aspect of her characterization, and after
identifying the crucial passages wherein she
instructs her male counterparts on fulfilling
their gender roles, both by word and by deed,
I will then turn in the latter portion of this
study to some comparable moments where
Reason instructs the protagonist John in
Lewis's The Pilgrim's Regress.
In Books 3 and 4 of The Faerie Queene
we meet Britomart, a lovesick girl who dons a
suit of knightly armor on her Quest to find the
man whose image she has seen in a mirror,
Sir Artegall, one of several knights she meets
in battle but over whom she wields a
surprising amount of influence by example.
Indeed, Britomart fulfills this important
function of bettering a male character in the
epic multiple times. As the figure of Chastity,
Britomart demonstrates what Christian eros

should look like leading up to and within the
matrimonial bonds: not a barren spirit bereft
of all passion or desire, but one with erotic
attraction wedded to agape and dedicated to
the betterment of the beloved, so that such
desires are satisfied at the right time, to the
right degree, and without objectifying one’s
partner.
Early in her Quest (Bk 3.4.25-30),
Britomart unhorses Sir Marinell, the prude
boy who scorns all women due to his
mother’s overprotective smothering. After
their skirmish, Britomart leaves him there
simpering on the beach. He has much more
to learn from others, but she has at least
knocked him off his high horse, so to speak,
preparing him to learn further. He is brought
to his senses and toughened up by such
experiences, readying Marinell for his
courtship with Florimell and their lavish
wedding later in the epic (Bk 5).
Though naïve and fearful of her own
passions for Artegall, Britomart herself is far
from being a frigid killjoy in the realm of
Love.
She is beautiful and vigorous,
displaying a “careless modesty.”
She
astounds her onlookers when divesting
herself of the mannish costume of armor to
reveal the feminine frock she had tucked
underneath and the loveliness of her limbs
and the golden luster of her ringlets of
unbound hair when the helmet was unlaced
(3.9.20-24 and 4.1.13-14). None of the other
knights had encountered a woman like this
before—all they had ever known of
womanhood in Faerie-land were either the
loose and seductive Eve or the completely
2
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virginal Mary. But Britomart confronts these
corrupt courtly lovers, especially Sir Paridell,
with the reality that women can choose to be
more than either of these extremes. Spenser
uses Britomart to redefine chastity and show
what it can mean for Christians.
In the episode that forms the climax of
Book III, one of the most riveting in the whole
epic, Britomart steps in to save Scudamour’s
betrothed Amoret from the clutches of the
evil wizard Busirane.
The distraught
Scudamour is powerless to wrest his fiancée
from the inner chambers of this enchanter’s
stronghold, where Lust itself has her in
fetters as an object of desire. Britomart must
show this helpless knight the way to stand
one’s ground against the illicit assaults of
Cupid, whose darts infect most lovers with
the taint of possessive, objectifying lust.
Book III, Canto XI, stanza 11, shows
Scudamour’s confession that his own corrupt
nature makes him powerless to release her
from the chains of lust: in his own words he
is “a vile man” and an “unworthy wretch to
tread upon the ground / For whom so faire a
Lady feels so sore a wound.” We found out
much later in Bk IV, canto X, just how
wretched he is from his own account of
wooing of Amoret in the Temple of Venus—
that before she was even abucted by Busirane
on their wedding day, Scudamour himself had
behaved like a typical courtly lover, following
the model in La Romance de la Rose in
breaking down her natural defenses. In a
stark contrast to Britomart and Artegall’fs
courtship, Scudamour had bought Amoret by
fighting his way in and taking her by force
(4.1.2) and even against her tearful entreaties
Nevertheless, Britomart now
(4.10.57).3
kindly responds to his plight (stanzas 14-15,
18), even offering to rescue Amoret or die
trying. In stanza 19, he tries to dissuade her
from taking his place, saying that it's better
for him just to die of passion. But Britomart,
putting him back in his armor and back on his
steed (stanza 20), finally tells him to “man up”
(stanza 24). In their own words (beginning
with Scudamour):

What is ther else, but cease these
fruitlesse paines, / And leave me to my
former languishing?
Faire Amoret
must dwell in wicked chaines, / And
Scudamore here dye with sorrowing. /
Perdy not so; (said she) for shamefull
thing / It were t’abandon noble
chevisaunce, / For she of peril, without
venturing: / Rather let try extremities
of chaunce, / Then enterprised prayse
for dread to disavaunce.

Britomart takes Scudamour to task for
languishing in despair instead of setting out
to make his best effort toward her rescue,
even in the face of apparent doom; what she
may not realize (and what Scudamour may be
lamenting) is that his own moral
shortcomings as a lover, according to
Spenser's higher notions of “chastity,”
prevent him from taking this very step. His
despair is directed not only at Busirane's
power, but at his own wretched condition as
one enthralled by courtly love, which
Busirane's House merely reflects back at him.
After she wins her way past the
flaming walls to the interior of the wicked
enchanter’s House,
Britomart succeeds
where typical lovers fail, because she waits
quietly, but attentively, for Cupid’s pageant to
pass her by, yet remains unmoved by the
spectacle of lusts in Busirane’s sensual
galleries. She stands sentinel over her own
passions. She is, in the words of Busirane’s
tantalizing motto in the gallery, “bold,” but
“not too bold.” She does not demand to lay
hold of that which she desires.4
Part of Britomart’s secret strength to
stand against carnal temptations is that her
own sexuality is masked to others and even to
herself. Since she is naturally endowed with
strength, being “tall, / And large of limbe”
(3.3.53.6-7), Britomart has chosen in Book III
to seek out her beloved Artegall by “riding
out” in the guise of a chivalrous knight,
instead of passively waiting to be discovered
by a suitor. Britomart thus deals with her
new-found lovesickness by taking action. As
Spenser relates, the “Briton mayd: Who for to
hide her fained sex the better, / And maske
3
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her wounded mind, both did and sayd / Full
many things so doubtfull to be wayd” (4.1.7).
Her behavior as well as her knightly costume
and accoutrements bewilder and even
frighten Amoret after being rescued by the
bold maid in mannish armor.
By donning the outer emblems of
masculinity, Britomart is able to meet men on
common ground, gaining their respect first by
beating them at their own martial games, and
then their amazement at her stunning beauty
when removing her armor and her helmet at
a wayside inn. By venturing forth incognito
Britomart avoids having to attend constantly
to her own status as an object of desire. She
is empowered to meet all men, even her
chosen fiancée, on their own terms, as an
equal.
Yet she is not without erotic desires;
she has keenly felt the pangs of love.
According to Roger Sale: “Britomart is or
becomes chastity by this combination of
masculine hero and feminine wounded, of
Cupid’s mastery without her weak passivity”
(143). The rescue and reunion of Amoret
with Scudamour ends with the two
symbolically becoming one flesh as they
embrace, just as in Britomart herself romantic
love is embodied now as maid and hero
combined (Sale 145). Though she bears the
outer signs of masculine assertiveness, which
serve to counterbalance her inner passions,
we must remember that the armor is a guise,
and that Britomart is not sufficient unto
herself. The knightly costume helps her, and
others whom she meets, to achieve a
wholeness met within matrimony.
As Adam McKeown explains, the story
of
Britomart “begin[s] with
sexual
awareness… her marriage is fixed by fate….
Britomart… takes up arms…effectively
gendering herself male.” Yet she cannot
conceal her feminine beauty or control
its effect on those who behold it….
Indeed, this guise of masculinity only
emphasizes . . . the surrender of the
feminine self in marriage. The guise
thus signifies the desire and desirability
of the woman beneath it, as well as the

consummation of those desires. Rather
than desexualizing the woman or
safeguarding her chastity, the guise
recalls and continuously enacts the
sexual union” (57-58).

I might tweak McKeown's interpretation here
by saying that her armor protects Britomart
by wedding her continuously to her ideal
male partner, making her sexually
unavailable to others and even to herself
apart from Sir Artegall. Lewise reminds us
that “It is the married couple, united in the
relation called one flesh, that is the Imago
Dei” (38).
After “winning” Amoret from the
enchanter Busirane, Britomart opens her
heart
to
the
frightened
maiden,
commiserating with her on the fickle fortunes
of love, both having been separated from
their male partners. In conducting her safely
and compassionately, Britomart models for
Scudamour the proper way to woo his bride
with Chaste love instead of the passionate
overtures of a conqueror.
Not only does she help other lovers to
reconcile, but she also instructs her own
betrothed, Artegall, after their brief but
intense courtship, in the ways of masculine
justice (an impartiality she has demonstrated
against other foes in her quest, as learned
early on, during her encounter with
Malecasta). After meeting each each other’s
martial blows, Britomart and Artegall fall in
love and exchange marital vows, but before
they can marry, Artegall sets off on his own
Quest to learn the virtue of Justice as the
protagonist of Book IV. In his wanderings he
encounters the Amazon queen Radigund, who
conquers and feminizes him, making Artegall
don women’s garb and perform women's
work with the spindle. Britomart must free
him by beheading Radigund, teaching him
true justice toward tyrants as opposed to the
false pity he had shown her. “In other
words,” Lewis writes, “Artegall is in his right
place only when he is guided, even ruled, by
Britomart” (103). Juxtaposing the characters
of Radigund and Britomart in this episode of

4
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Artegall's rescue, Spenser contrasts feminine
subversion with matrimonial equality.
In the course of these adventures
(including a strange dream vision of a tryst
with a crocodile in the Church of Isis),
Britomart learns what her own gender role
within marriage is to be: not to sport the
armor of a male knight indefinitely, but to
submit in matrimonial obedience to begetting
the royal lineage leading to Elizabeth I. Again,
to quote Lewis, “There is nothing of the
virago or feminist about Britomart. True, she
has temporarily taken the role of a knight
errant. But she became one only in order to
find her lover; her outlook has always been
entirely feminine” (105). For the time being,
she roves throughout Faerie-land taming
husbands and training would-be lovers in the
art of love without cupidity, possession, or
self-glorifying conquest of the beloved.
Whereas Spenser’s epic allegorizes six
different virtues that are separately
embodied, one in each knightly protagonist of
The Faerie Queene, Lewis’s allegory
concentrates on one protagonist, the young
man John, whose Quest involves learning the
proper place for Virtue, Reason, Faith, in the
exclusive pursuit of Joy. John certainly
struggles with lust on his way, but not to
learn Chastity as his goal. As important as
Chastity is to one’s development, it is not the
central lesson to be learned, but one of many
on the road to something far greater. As
Lewis relates in Mere Christianity, “If anyone
thinks that Christians regard unchastity as
the supreme vice, he is quite wrong. The sins
of the flesh are bad, but they are the least bad
of all sins. All the worst pleasures are purely
spiritual” (95).
In The Pilgrim’s Regress, John’s quest
bears no relation to that of matrimony; the
shield-maid of Reason comes to his aid, but
not directly in overcoming of the distractions
of lust. That is a stage in his journey that
occurs quite early. In trying to recapture the
thrills of seeing an Island of enchanters in the
West (his vision of Joy or sehnsucht), John’s
vain attempts quickly degenerate as he finds
only a naked brown girl down the lane from
his home, past the window of a ruined wall

through which he had glimpsed the Island.
After indulging in erotic pleasure with brown
girls to the point of dissipation, John realizes
that this was not what he desired with his
vision of the Island – this pleasure is too
weak. The passions of eros are far from the
sehnsucht that drives him to seek out the
Island in the West.
Setting out from home, resolved to
find this Island whatever the distance, John
encounters the music of Mr. Half-ways and
his lovely daughter Media, whose romantic
charms turn out to be another dead-end to
lustful languishing in the same vein as his
dalliance with the brown girls. He presses on
to encounter the aesthetic movements of the
disillusioned 1920s (called The Clevers), next
meets Mammon, upon whose materialism
these effetes unwittingly depend, then sees
the Giant mountain, the “Spirit of the Age”
(representing the stale intellectual climate
that bars his progress). Near this mountain,
he meets Mr. Enlightenment (a stand-in for
Freud), who has quarreled with his father the
Old Mr. Enlightenment, a man much more like
a Puritan, whom John had met earlier.
Enlightenment Jr. tells him that the Island is
only his wishes or dreams, made up to
conceal his own lusts from himself, so that he
could still feel good.
Suspecting a
troublemaker, he casts John into a dungeon
near the foot of the mountain, where the
Giants’ eyes penetrate through the cell’s
grating with an X-ray effect that reveals the
innards and guts of the prisoners’ bodies by
making their skin and outer layers
transparent. The Spirit of the Age thus “sees
through” all romantic sentiment, revealing
only the animal side of human feelings and
impulses, reducing all experience to bestial
functions.
And so Lewis’s knightly maiden who
comes to the essential aid of the would-be
hero is not the personification of Chastity, but
of something more central that can be of
assistance to all other virtues: Reason itself.
When John is completely powerless, locked in
the dungeon at the foot of the Mountain,
Reason breaks her own chains and gallops
before him, just after John’s common sense
5
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has awakened. She comes to his rescue and
outwits the Giant in a riddle contest that
exposes his lies, riding straight through his
lap, stabbing him in the heart, and toppling
him with a landslide. Wiping her sword clean
on the moss, she then strikes the dungeon
door to free the other prisoners, but like the
dwarves in The Last Battle, they have grown
cynical, wary of being duped yet again; and
disbelieving that this change in regime is real,
they do not wish to come out. As she explains
to John, disbelief in the Landlord (or God, in
the world of Pilgrim’s Regress) is a wishfulfillment dream, not the other way around,
as the Freudians would have it (64). It is
more convenient to invent ways to ignore
God and forget him.
Because Reason is so fundamental,
the light by which other virtues and vices are
seen clearly, she does not meet John on equal
terms as Britomart meets her fellow knights.
Reason remains aloof, outpacing him on her
great steed by whose stirrup he had traveled:
“’May I come with you, lady?’ said John. ‘You
may come until you are tired,’ said Reason,”
and in Platonic fashion, she explains that she
can show him only what he already knows, or
remind him of things in the dark part of his
mind (the unconscious), but that “I have
nothing to tell you of good and bad” (58), and
likewise later when he requests her blessing
as she leaves him, “I do not deal in blessings
and cursings” (64). In other words, Reason
exists prior to value judgments, but her
strident clarifications are too much for many
to remain long in her company. Mr. Sensible
calls her “that mad woman riding about the
country dressed up in armour” (79). It is her
younger sisters, Philosophy and Theology,
she says, who are the only ones who could tell
scientists about the world beyond the
Landlord’s country, but they refuse to listen
(59).
She can only tell John the meaning of
her riddles, the third of which—“By what rule
do you tell a copy from an original?”—
answers his direct question about whether
the Island is merely sexual longing since both
are so alike. Reason concludes that if two
things are alike, “then it is a further question

whether the first is copied from the second,
or the second from the first, or both from a
third” and that “Some have thought that all
these loves were copies of our love for the
Landlord” (59).
As Mr. Wisdom later tells him, the lie
of the Giant and Freudians—that glimpses of
Joy like John’s Island are merely a screen to
conceal our own lusts—is something that
a solitary boy, in the fancies of his
adolescence, can expose and see
through in two years. This is but wild
talk. There is no man and no nation at
all capable of seeing the Island, who
have not learned by experience, and
that soon, how easily the vision ends in
lust: and there is none also, not
corrupted, who has not felt the
disappointment of that ending, who has
not known that it [lust] is the breaking
of the vision[,] not its consummation.
The words between you and Reason
were true. What does not satisfy when
we find it, was not the thing we were
desiring (123).

Reason later shows John again how to
conclude his Quest in Book 9, chapter two, by
telling him, as Britomart told Scudamour, to
“man up.” She boldly, even threateningly,
confronts John as he tries to scramble out of
the hermit’s cave at night and flee the final
stages of his conversion near the base of the
chasm called Peccatum Adae (the sin of
Adam):
When the complexity of fears seemed
to admit no increase, a sharp,
commanding voice out of the darkness
suddenly startled him with such a
shock that he seemed not to have been
frightened till then. ‘Back!’ said the
voice. John crouched motionless from
the balance of fears. He was not even
sure that he could turn on this bit of the
ledge. ‘Back,’ said the voice, ‘or else
show that you’re the better man.’ The
lightning tore open the darkness and
flung it to again. But John had seen his
enemy. It was Reason, this time on
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foot, but still mailed, and her sword
drawn in her hand. ‘Do you want to
fight?’ she said in the darkness. (163)

John suppresses an impulse to grab her
mailed ankle when he realizes that they both
(himself and Reason) would tumble into the
gulf together if he did so. Feeling her steel at
his throat, he shuffles back quickly to resume
his progress (or rather, regress) toward
salvation. He realizes he cannot flee this
moral step. To turn back would not merely
be cowardice, it would at this point offend his
very reason.
The question may be asked why Lewis
dressed up human Reason, as did Spenser
with his figure of Chastity, in the guise of a
One may further inquire,
female knight.5
why then Reason as the virgin warrior, and
not Wisdom or some other faculty? The
ancient Greeks personified wisdom as the
goddess Pallas Athena who mentored wily
Odysseus, and Boethius made Lady
Philosophy the embodiment of wisdom who
comforted him on death row. But Lewis was
writing neither an epic, nor a consoling
philosophical meditation, but an allegory.
The conventions of that genre call for a
plenitude of characters to act within narrowly
designated roles, and so the defamiliarizing
effect of a female virgin outfitted with
mailcoat, shield, and sword was a suitable
choice for the stark, pure, and trenchant
effects of human reason that intrude upon
our more animal impulses. Lewis also
characterizes the key to John’s conversion
with other feminine roles: Contemplation,
who enables him to fly right up to his Island
by night, affording him a clearer and purer
experience of it; and Mother Kirk, old and
apparently feeble, and according to some
outdated or a bit insane, yet the only one
capable of carrying him across the great
chasm separating him from his heart’s desire.
But in Lewis, wisdom is not female as it is in
many other traditions; that part is played by
old Mr. Wisdom, the father of many unruly
children who chafe at his rigid diet and
languish in perpetual limbo with expectant
longing for Joy, but also without hope.

Lewis’s allegory, like Spenser’s epic,
achieves its moral with the startling picture of
a bold young woman striding across a
treacherous landscape with naked sword
drawn and with her feminine qualities
masked in armor, the better to teach young
protagonists how to lead more fulfilling
masculine lives.

7

Feminine Leadership · Jonathan Himes

Notes
1As

for instance, in the Summer 2007 issue of
Christian Scholars Review, a colloquium issue
entitled “C. S. Lewis and Gender” featuring articles
by scholars such as Mary Stewart Van Leeuwen,
Adam Barkman, Doris T. Myers, Joe R. Christopher,
Harry Lee Poe, and Diana Pavlac Glyer.
2Lewis overtly nods to Spenser a number of times
in Pilgrim's Regress in such moves as entitling the
first chapter of Book 4 “Let Grill be Grill” after a
line from the Palmer in Faerie Queene Bk 2 (about
beastly men who forsake their humanity) and as
referring to John's “brown girls” (17) and other
sensual cheats in his Afterword with the allusion
to “false Florimels” (203-204).
3Lewis finds Scudamour's role in the Temple of
Venus to be that of any typical male lover, due to
the focus in this portion of the epic on the moral
contrast to Busirane's House; as Lewis writes,
“Scudamour, taken by himself, is hardly a
personification at all; he is the lover, the husband,
any husband, or even homo in search of
love” (Allegory 345). Of course, there is much in
this episode providing Spenser's view of
normative, healthy eros and the pursuit of the
beloved. However, I find Scudamour's mode of
“winning” Amoret less than pure or ideal based on
such terms of possessiveness and conquering as
noted, though I acknowledge that my perspective
is not necessarily that shared by Spenser's
audience.
4“Be bold, be not too bold”: perhaps this motto
has an ambiguity, or even an irony, that not only
Busirane missed but C. S. Lewis as well. If the
galleries in Busirane’s castle (figured by him
drawing the blood of Amoret, as argued by Adam
McKeown) are meant to show Cupid’s conquests
in making captives of courtly lovers who end their
lives in misery and infamy (as he can proudly
boast), then the motto that confounds Britomart
might merely be an echo of the rules in courtly
love dictating that the lover be assertive in
pressing his suit, but not overbold by
transgressing etiquette or decorum or the
sensibilities of the Lady. But since Britomart is
unschooled in the social customs and fashions of
courtiers in their sophisticated games of amor, the
motto for her becomes something ironically moral
and spells the key to her ingress to Busirane’s
secret dungeon. By waiting attentively (but not
letting herself succumb to the carnal depictions in
the galleries or Maske), Britomart thus has her
wits about her, and the motto has the opposite

effect of that intended by the enchanter. He was
spelling out the typical rule for a courtly lover;
she, ignorant of those rules, had trouble
deciphering them and so her naivetee actually
spelled her success.
5Besides the character Bradamant in Ariosto's
Orlando Furioso, Britomart's predecessors might
include Joan of Arc, Eleanor of Aquitaine, Camilla
in The Aeneid, or the British tribal leader Boudicca,
depending on the writings available to Spenser
and those he may have consciously examined as
models of strong female leaders and warriors. As
of the time of revising this paper for the
conference proceedings, I have not yet pursued
this line of inquiry to find out the scholarly
consensus.
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C.S. Lewis as Transformational Leader
Crystal Hurd
East Tennessee State University

In a 2007 commencement speech at
The Colburn Conservatory of Music, Dr.
Robert Cutietta, a dean at USC Thornton
School of Music, urged graduates to perceive
themselves as leaders in society. Cutietta
posited that artists have a crucial role in
maintaining a positive outlook by sustaining
hope while highlighting the changes needed
in society:
If artists abandon this role, the
leadership paradigm loses its balance
of power. For our future to remain
bright, we need artists to be leaders to
help envision the positive future that
can be, by helping point out the present
that shouldn’t be. (McKinney para. 7).

Cutietta exposes an interesting myth.
Leaders tend to be caricatured in society by
corner offices, distinguished titles, and
generous retirement packages.
However
power extends much further than the
boardroom. Anyone who can harangue a
crowd, who can instill a vision, who can be a
catalyst for change is a leader.
Bearing this in mind, do all artists
have the capacity to become leaders? Can a
musical crescendo elevate a society to action?
Can the strokes of a paintbrush produce a
following? Do words on a page crafted with
the passion of its author create armies of
admirers? The answer is a firm yes. Artists,
by gaining the respect of the masses, possess
a unique power. Through their talents, they
can affect change on both national and
international levels through the medium of
art. Because their tones, images, and texts

resonate, they exercise immense influence
over society. C.S. Lewis is one of these
individuals.
Although his name is rarely
associated with scholarship on leadership,
Lewis had a great deal of experience with
leadership throughout his life, which
validates his writings on the subject. For
example, he grew up under oppressive
schoolmasters, fought on the front lines of a
world war, and was a prominent voice of
optimism during a second world war. Later,
as a don at Oxford University he served as
president of one of the most popular
organizations on campus, the Oxford Socratic
Club, in addition to heading his department
while at Cambridge. He led thousands of
students to an appreciation for literature,
many of whom became leaders themselves.
Many leaders cite Lewis in their works or
claim Lewis as an influence.
Academic
categories and spiritual presuppositions
could not suppress his expertise and wisdom.
Lewis was a valid candidate to provide a
realistic portrait of life and leadership not
only during his time but also offers a
comprehensive examination of leadership for
the present and future. Whether addressing a
room of Oxford undergraduates or writing for
the children of Britain, Lewis provided his
audience with a convincing and colorful
account of life which is accurate, entertaining,
and instructional.
Lewis identified the needs and
challenges of his culture and discussed these
topics in his various radio addresses and
speeches. Although his goal was simply to
2
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identify with and hopefully encourage the
British public, inspirational leaders may not
wish to gain power and prestige; rather, they
feel pressed to communicate truth to a
disillusioned society:
A serious problem in meaning for the
followers creates the possibility that an
inspirational leader will emerge.
Followers perceive such an inspiring
leader
to
be
knowledgeable,
enlightened, and sensitive to the
problems at hand, and from these
perceptions, their confidence in the
leader grows.
Their trust in the
inspiring leader arises from the
meaning the leader gives to their needs
and actions. Followers share with the
leader common beliefs about what is
wrong, beliefs the leader articulates
publicly to them . . . Inspirational
leaders help followers feel more
powerful by setting forth desirable
goals and providing the means to
achieve them.(Stodgill and Bass 206)

Pages of testimony attest to Lewis’s
influence. Lewis scholar David Downing
discussed Lewis’s influence as a conscientious
individual:
When I was about fifteen, I complained
to my dad about people in our local
church who were uptight, legalistic, and
basically just uncool. My dad replied,
‘Well, David. I see you’ve mastered the
easy part. You’ve noticed that too
often,
other
Christians
make
disappointing ambassadors for the
kingdom. Now I want you to work on
the hard part – to yourself become an
effective ambassador for the kingdom.’
I’ve spent most of my adult life trying to
live out my father’s advice, and I have
found C.S. Lewis to be an admirable
role model and mentor in this journey.
(Phemister & Lazo 96)

Como, in C.S. Lewis at the Breakfast Table,
cited Lewis as a leader with great spiritual
and philosophical influence, that “like a great
magister he enacted what the Greeks called

psychagogia, ‘leading me forth’ and enlarging
my soul” (860).
Bass posits that transformational
leaders strengthen both the morality and the
motivation of followers. Ultimately, they
empower new leaders. Bass argued that
transformational leaders illustrate four
qualities: idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and
individualized
consideration.
Lewis
possessed all of these qualities, as this
research revealed.
Bass’s first quality of transformational
leadership
is
“Idealized
influence
(Charisma).” Lewis would perhaps deny that
he possessed charisma, but his influence
proves quite the opposite. He was unpolluted
by the desire for power; in fact, the central
message of his talks was unity and the
promotion of benevolence among the
population. He did not need to create a
personality cult to promote his ideas; he
much preferred to remain humble and avoid
crowds as much as possible. When asked
why he did not attend the Coronation of
Queen Elizabeth, Lewis wrote in Letters to an
American Lady, “I’m not a man for crowds and
Best Clothes” (17). Lewis’s words are his
legacy.
He wished to turn the public
admiration from himself to something other.
Why would we praise the fork for the delight
of an entrée and not the chef? Lewis was not
the central theme of his works, God and
spirituality were. Many people claim there
was something about Lewis that attracted
people to him. He was clever with words and
could disarm people in an instant with a joke
or quip. Students intimidated by this great
Oxford don were at ease within a few minutes
of their first meeting. He was an effective
leader, Lewis scholar Devin Brown stated:
He is certainly the most influential
Christian writer of the 20th Century and
is on track to be the most influential
Christian writer of the current century
as well. He speaks to Christians not
only through his fiction and his
apologetic writing, but also through the
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example of his own life . . . He did not
only talk the talk. He lived it.

Author and scholar Bruce Edwards,
editor of the four-volume set, C.S. Lewis: His
life, Works, and Legacy, among other books on
Lewis cited Lewis as a “different” type of
leader than one traditionally defined, one
who led by doing rather by an organizational
expectation or hierarchical decree:
I happen to think Lewis is a unique
‘specimen’ and that there are few
people who can reach a level of
‘leadership’ of the kind he possessed
and exercised…I tend to think when
people study ‘leadership’ they are
primarily looking at outcomes or
results; if this is the criteria, then
Lewis’s leadership is easily established
by the number of readers whose hearts
and minds Lewis has won over,
manifested primarily in their emulation
of his example as a fearless champion
of essential truths and the concepts of
objective values, as well as his advocacy
of unity in diversity within the church . .
. In other words, his leadership stems
from his declaration and their embrace
of the particular worldview fostered by
Christianity that sees everything from
the perspective of eternity. From that
worldview flows a recognition of the
leadership traits resonant-in-action in
such characteristics as loyalty, sobriety,
honesty, fidelity, humanitarianism,
persons over systems, and so on.

Secondly, transformational leaders
have inspirational motivation. Many casual
readers are introduced to Lewis through his
broadcast talks later published as Mere
Christianity. In this work, people of faith
finally have a treatise to explain the longings
of a converted heart. Faith is, in essence, to
believe without seeing. However, Lewis
shines a light of understanding and analysis
on hearts and minds and aims fully to explain
the yearnings for our homeland, which
penetrate deep, far beyond the frivolities of
this life, our purposes, and even our

existence. Although there is no suitable
explanation, it evokes a feeling of joy. This
sense of joy is what Lewis encourages his
audience to discover, as great works of
literature and nature once moved him as
witnessed in the title of his autobiography,
Surprised by Joy. Thousands have claimed
Lewis as the driving force in their conversion
to Christianity.
Postconversion, Lewis’s
works provide sustenance to the developing
Christian, illustrating that a desire to
strengthen faith can nourish the mind as well
as the heart. This is perhaps his strongest
quality of the four proposed by Bass.
C.S. Lewis Vice-Presdent Gayle
Anacker wrote of Lewis’s personal impact:
Lewis has strongly contributed to my
vision for my work as a Christian
within the world of ideas, he has
inspired me to a higher standard of
intellectual attainment, he has led me
to broaden my circle of genuine
Christian fellowship and action, and he
has strengthened my faith in God.

Brown echoed the sentiment:

Lewis has influenced me in three
general ways. First, he introduced me
to the idea of loving God with all your
mind; he showed me how faith and
reason could be integrated. Secondly,
he also showed me the role of the
Christian imagination; he demonstrated
how faith and imagination go together.
Finally he reminds me again and again
of the Christian view of humanity, of
the great worth and potential in every
person.

Scholar and author Will Vaus noted that C.S.
Lewis was a powerful, inspiring force:
I have been influenced by his Anglican
spirituality to use the Book of Common
Prayer in my daily devotional life and
to seek out a confessor/spiritual
director
just
as
Lewis
did.
Theologically and spiritually, Lewis has
made, through his writings, heaven
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attractive to me. His writings have
nurtured my longing for God.

Belfast scholar Alexander Smith reflected:

Lewis has sustained me on a journey.
That journey is the quest for meaning
in existence and not just in
understanding existence itself. If we
inhabit on small part of a universe that
is somehow intelligible to use then the
quest is in the direction of what lies
beyond. If our world has been entered
by an ‘invader’ . . . in human form, who
claimed to be its King then to seek His
Kingdom, his Rule and His Authority
must be the goal, in essence to be a
follower.
Ultimately the only
meaningful test of leadership is the
simple question, Is anyone following?
A claim to be a leader with no-one
following is bogus. Lewis has been an
instrument in sustaining me in the path
of discipleship. The disciple has been in
lifelong pursuit of the answers to life’s
difficult questions.

Thirdly, transformational leaders
encourage intellectual stimulation. Lewis was
a respected Oxford don who wrote one of the
most comprehensive volumes of Oxford’s
History of English Literature; it was no
surprise that he left an intellectual legacy.
Lewis’s primary occupation, before he was
the author of so many apologetic and other
spiritually-imbued works, was a literary
scholar. Although some Oxford professors
found Lewis’s blending of intellect and faith
repellant, these minds still respected his
literary prowess, considering his analysis and
criticism among the best of his time.
According to Poe and Poe, Brewer reflected in
C.S. Lewis Remembered:
Lewis’s Allegory of Love was in fact
widely influential over scholars in
related disciplines, whether one agreed
in detail or not . . . The brilliant
American critic E. T Donaldson . . . yet
once said to me personally he would
have ‘given an arm and a leg’ to have
written The Allegory of Love . . . In

respect of the influence of his writing
on secular literature there would be no
lack of controversy . . . Yet in the end
the secular and the religious writings,
however various and controversial, are
part of the same eager sympathetic
imagination. (70-71)

His sharp intellect captured the tenets of the
Christian faith mingled with the pragmatics of
a rational mind.
Works such as Mere
Christianity firmly secured him among the
Christian intellectuals of his day and ushered
him into an inventory of great apologetic
authors such as G. K. Chesterton. The origin
of the term apologetic is from the Greek
apologetikos or to speak in defense. In
apologetics, Christians give intellectual
support for their faith, such as the passage
exemplified below from Lewis’s Mere
Christianity:
If I find in myself a desire which no
experience in this world can satisfy, the
most probable explanation is that I was
made for another world. If none of my
earthly pleasures satisfy it that does
not prove that the universe is a fraud.
Probably earthly pleasures were never
meant to satisfy it, but only to arouse it,
to suggest the real thing. If that is so, I
must take care, on the one hand, never
to despise, or be unthankful for, these
earthly blessings, and on the other,
never to mistake them for the
something else of which they are only a
kind of copy, or echo, or mirage. I must
keep alive in myself the desire for my
true country, which I shall not find till
after death; I must never let it get
snowed under or turned ask; I must
make it the main object of life to press
on to that country and to help others to
do the same. (76)

Lewis expanded the minds of both
religious and secular scholars. In addition, he
made his works tangible to the public so that
laymen of every parish could understand core
concepts of the faith. Patterson reflected in
C.S. Lewis Remembered:
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In everything he wrote, Lewis was
deeply aware of how ordinary people
lived, what they thought, and what they
were looking for in life. This is what
makes his Christian writings so
accessible and so influential. Lewis was
not an aristocrat, nor was he an
intellectual snob. He never liked the
role of a celebrity. He could talk to you
and me in our everyday language and
understand us. (97)

Smith noted in his responses to the interview
questions that Lewis not only caused his
readers to think, but analysis of his works
perpetuated current and future scholarship:
He was a leader, the first among equals.
His early influence not only gathered
those of his time and ability but has
continued to influence subsequent
generations of students and thinkers.
The questions he raised and the
solutions he offered are still occupying
the minds of those at the cutting edge
of their respective fields. Books still
referencing aspects of Lewis’s work
and thought pour from the pens of the
academics and thinkers of today . . .
Setting aside his leadership and
influence among the academic and
adult world his greatest success is
possibly in the appeal to generation
upon generation of children. They have
followed him through wardrobes,
through
pools
water,
through
schoolyard walls, through stable doors,
through the cavernous underworld and
across perilous seas . . . They are still
following.

Finally, Bass claims that transformational leaders illustrate individualized
consideration.
Lewis’s
personal
correspondence exceeds 5,000 pages. The
ages of the correspondents ranges from
elementary school children to elderly
widows. As in his literature, his letters reveal
a man who cared deeply about all who read
his works. Lewis had a duty to respond to
every letter he received.

From the tone of his letters, he never
once denigrated a correspondent even if he or
she was obviously ignorant of the topic. With
all politeness Lewis offered his opinion on the
letter’s topic, if asked, and usually ended with
a note of encouragement or a joke. Scholar
Reverend Dr. Robert MacSwain admired
Lewis’s relentless task of answering every
single letter:
Effective leaders also often care deeply
for their followers, and thus inspire not
just admiration but loyalty . . . Lewis did
indeed display many of these
characteristics [confidence, vision,
charisma, an attractive personality, the
ability to persuade and convince others
that one’s vision is worth following],
although
he
also
sometimes
deliberately played down some of them
(for example, he intentionally dressed
in drab baggy clothes). But one must
be impressed with the way he
responded to every correspondent: that
shows a level of care for ‘followers’
which
certainly
inspires
both
admiration and loyalty.

Glaspey reflected on the lasting wisdom
contained in Lewis’s letters. Even casual
correspondence bears Lewis’s unmistakable
intellect and logic in responding to literary,
spiritual, or domestic issues:
Lewis’s letters still make valuable,
interesting, and instructive reading
today. All of his best qualities as a
writer come to the fore in the published
collections of his letters. Here, too, we
see the heart of Lewis revealed, his
kindness as an attentive listener to
people’s questions and struggles, his
gentleness in critiquing the amateurish
poems sent by an admirer and wouldbe poetess, his vivid humor and
description of domestic life. Although
Lewis saw answering these letters as a
very personal ministry, they have
survived to continue a public sharing of
his gifts. (65)
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Humility was one of Lewis’s best
qualities. While some Oxford professors
relished every opportunity to promote the
height of their intelligence and condescend to
those of a lower station, Lewis recognized
this as the most tempting of sins: Pride. Pride
caused the Fall of Man, and it was still the
easiest spiritual stumbling block, as Morris
discussed in James Como’s work C.S. Lewis at
the Breakfast Table:
I don’t think he ever looked down on
anybody, and he was always willing to
learn from anybody. It always seemed
to me a great pity he did not preach
more often, until I learned the reason
for his reluctance to do this; he told me
one day that after he had delivered a
sermon and had received the kind
words and the congratulations of all
and sundry—as always happened when
he spoke in public—he began to think
what a jolly fine and clever fellow Jack
Lewis was and, said he, ‘I had to get to
my knees pretty quickly to kill the
deadly sin of pride!’ (200)

Students of Lewis knew that Lewis,
like his tutor “The Great Knock,” cared deeply
about their intellectual
development.
Although
some
professors
enjoyed
denigrating students for sport, Lewis’s first
chore was to engage the students’ minds. In
C.S. Lewis at the Breakfast Table, Brewer
recalled an engaged, conscientious tutor:
Lewis listened with extreme intentness,
not I am all too sure, because of the
fascination of my words, but because it
was his duty. Once, in the middle of my
essay, his phone rang. I stopped, and
he answered it in the other room.
When he returned after a five minute
interruption, he repeated verbatim my
last sentence as far as it had got. He
had an astonishing verbatim memory
and could repeat whole passages of
prose to illustrate a point arising in a
discussion. (47)

He exemplified generosity throughout
his life: voluntary enlistment in WWI, keeping
his promise to WWI friend Paddy Moore to
take care of his family if he should die in
battle, donating a majority of his income to
help those less fortunate, and marrying Joy
Gresham to extend his British citizenship to
her when her adulterous husband agreed to a
divorce. Most considered Lewis one of most
selfless men at Oxford, often donating money
to students who were in need and saying that
it was from his friend. Because he struggled
to manage money, his friend and attorney
Owen Barfield maintained a trust for him.
Approximately two-thirds of his income went
to assist various charities and individuals in
need. Lewis wrote in Mere Christianity, “I am
afraid the only safe rule is to give more than
we can spare . . . If our charities do not at all
pinch or hamper us, I should say they are too
small” (52).
All through his life Lewis gave his
time, attention, and resources to help others
despite the personal sacrifice it cost him. He
truly lived what he believed, as he wrote in a
letter to a correspondent contained in
Volume 3 of his Collected Letters: “What we
practice, not (save at rare intervals) what we
preach is usually our greatest contribution to
the conversion of others” (576). Even today,
his fans feel a deep kinship with him.
Edwards stated in his interview:
His core values represent a solid basis
for building an ethical life, and
presumably, a pattern of leadership
that
is
neither
coercive
nor
manipulative. He leads by example,
based on heartfelt conviction. There is
never a hint of his being ‘controlling,’
nor of a desire to become the
conscience of others; rather, he sees
himself as helping others learn to be
independent thinkers and to take
action based upon the truths they learn
. . . Other than my father, he is the most
influential person in my life.
His
leadership manifests itself in the voice
in my head when I read his works and
recognize their continuing wisdom and
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application in my life, and the lives of
others. He taught me the power of
metaphor for instilling those values and
qualities that exemplify leadership, and
the necessity of learning how to create
and deliver those new metaphors to
one’s audience with imagination and
grace. It is not to be underestimated
what control of language is necessary
for successful leadership of the kind
that Lewis exhibited.

Although Lewis never desired to be a
leader, he proved a most magnanimous one.
He met all the criteria and established his
eligibility, not just as a mentor or guide but
also as one who fundamentally changed
people through his influence.
Lewis
envisioned himself as a conduit, an avenue to
something bigger, more powerful, and more
satisfying. Lewis deepened the faith and the
intellect of many and for this he has truly
become a transformational leader.
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Further Responses to Lewis’s ‘Lost Aeneid’
Richard James

For almost fifty years, since his death
in 1963, C.S. Lewis, Lazarus-like, has
continued through his literary executors
to come forth from his literary grave,
providing an almost unending, vast
landscape of multimedia productions
from multi-volume collections of personal
letters and anthologies of poems and
essays to four major Hollywood film
productions; from miscellaneous small
action figures and early reader literacy
booklets connected to the Narnian movies
to highly technical on-stage renditions of
the demonic Screwtape and the verbally
combative, but highly successful offBroadway drama, Freud’s Last Session.
But beyond all of these highly visible
projects, this paper will provide some
reflections on what is yet another more
recent and more substantial Lazarus-like
Lewis project: C.S. Lewis’s Lost Aeneid (ed.
A.T. Reyes, New Haven: Yale University
Press, 2011). For here in this book is a
translation both immensely personal to
Lewis and also potentially a significant
scholarly contribution to the instruction
and understanding of one of the world’s
great epics. This presentation shall
provide insights gathered from a study of
Lewis’s own annotations in his personal
library copy of The Works of Virgil, and
make a brief review of the many
published responses to the recently
published Lewis’s translation, and in
closing will note several places where
Virgil is mentioned in the Lewis corpus –
pointing to possible further study.

Let me begin with a disclaimer
similar to one that C.S. Lewis shared
about not being a student of Hebrew at
the beginning of his book, Reflections on
the Psalms (1958): 1-2. When it comes to
classical Latin poetry, I am an amateur. I
am neither a classicist nor a literary critic.
I am a history major with a course of
study in European and American history
that then went on to seminary to be
trained for the ministry in a mainline
Protestant Church. So, even while I have
over the last 40 years read much by and
about C.S. Lewis and written other papers
on his life and work, on the subject of
Lewis translating Virgil’s Aeneid from
Latin into English, I am an amateur
sharing my research with other amateurs,
but with the hope that possibly some
professionals in this field may also benefit
from it, especially as it relates to the
annotations in his personal copy of the
Aeneid.
Well, as a student of history and a
reader of all things Lewis, I love to do
research and a few years back, while
working on a Lewis project at the Wade
Center at Wheaton College, I asked about
a book that I thought was available at the
Wade Center as part of their collection of
Lewis’s personal library that had his
annotations in it. It could have been
Augustine’s Confessions or Otto’s The Idea
of the Holy or maybe Law’s A Serious Call
to a Devout and Holy Life, but I’m not sure
which one. Anyway, I discovered that the
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book I wanted was not at Wheaton, but
somewhere else.
To my surprise I learned that the
book I was looking for was in the Wilson
Special Collections Library at the
University of North Carolina in Chapel
Hill. Walter Hooper, a 1953 alumnus of
UNC, had donated a collection of books
from C.S. Lewis’s personal library to the
Rare Book Collection there. Plus, there is
also a collection in this library of letters
he himself had received from Lewis, his
brother, some of the Inklings and others
associated with Lewis from the period of
1940 through 1980. So, when I eventually
did attend a C.S. Lewis conference in that
area in 2007, I made time before the
conference to visit Chapel Hill for a few
days to do some research in their Rare
Book Collection.
Yes, I found the book I had first been
looking for at Wheaton and took notes
and made some digital copies for further
archival research. But one serendipity of
my finding that book was also discovering
that the Wilson Library also owned
Lewis’s personal copy of The Works of
Virgil (ed. F.A. Hirtzel, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1900). Since from my previous
research I knew that in 1962 Lewis had
listed Virgil’s Aeneid on his top ten most
influential booklist [The Christian Century
(June 6, 1962)] and that I would probably
not be back that way any time soon, I
requested this book. I quickly made some
archival photos of a few pages for future
reference for when I returned home and
went on to complete my planned
research. Just this brief glance showed
me that Lewis had made not only the
typical
marginal
annotations
and
underlinings found in most annotated
books, he had also drawn his own maps
on the front and back end pages to follow
Aeneas’s travels and given his own
summary arguments at the beginning of
each book. Plus, on the last page of the
text he recorded the dates when he had
read the Aeneid.

I completed my original project and
presented it at the 2010 C.S. Lewis and
Friends Conference at Taylor University
as “Guidelines for Spiritual Reading from
C.S. Lewis” and over the next year began
to investigate in more depth some of the
specific suggestions Lewis had made. In
the midst of this further research
announcements appeared in the early
spring of 2011 about an upcoming
publication of Lewis’s translation of the
Aeneid, edited by A.T. Reyes and
published by Yale University Press. I
looked forward to receiving my own copy
and enjoyed reading it when it arrived
some time in May.
But along with this joy I also had
some concerns that arose as well and,
being the amateur that I am in Latin
poetry and its criticism, I did not quite
know how to share my concerns or what
to do with them. For while the
introduction by A.T. Reyes was superb in
so many ways - especially in its overview
of the significant place that Virgil had in
Lewis’s life and works, there also seemed
to be some additional items which could
have been part of his analysis, but were
missing. One major hint came from a
statement made late in the introduction.
The editor wrote, “It is likely that Lewis
used the Latin of F.A. Hirtzel’s Oxford
edition” (30), noting that edition had been
Lewis’s source text for a quotation in a
1953 letter from Lewis to his publisher
Geoffrey Bles (C.S. Lewis Collected Letters:
Volume III, ed. Walter Hooper. London:
HarperCollins, 2006: 307-08). I knew
from my own research that there was
more than a “likely” probability; it was
indeed a fact that the Hirtzel edition of
1900 was the personal copy of the text
that he read repeatedly over a period of at
least 41 years.
Now, before I get into my
unpublished Lewis material, I just wanted
to let you know that I was given
permission by the Lewis Literary Estate
to use copies of the materials I researched
in Chapel Hill for this presentation and for
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their publication in Inklings Forever. I may
own my notes, but the book they came
from is owned by UNC and the Lewis
Estate owns the annotations that he made
in those books and they are unpublished
and still under copyright, and I don’t have
the legal authority to give others the
permission to use this material. I have
shared with you a copy of my
transcriptions, but any further use must
be approved by the Lewis Literary Estate.
Turning the reader’s attention to this
personal library copy of The Works of
Virgil as it is titled in English on its spine,
one also sees the year, 1920, engraved on
that spine. For a book its age that had
been annotated and read several times, it
still seemed to be in good condition.
Opening the front cover reveals on the
front endpaper Lewis’s map of the
voyages of Aeneas and his visit to the
world below in Books I-VI. The front free
end page next to this map also has his
signature, “C.S. Lewis”, on it. Turning to
the back end page a second map is drawn
to show the places where Aeneas and his
Trojans fought in Italy in Books VII-XII.
But, of all the non-text annotations
Lewis made in this book, the most
significant is a written list of the dates of
when he had read it through to the end.
Surprised by Joy (1955), his autobiography, mentions his early reading of
Virgil while at Cherbourg School (Ch IV,
par 9) and at Malvern College (Ch VII, par
7), and while he was studying with
Kirkpatrick, a 1915 letter to his father
requests that he purchase a copy of
Aeneid VII & VIII for him (CSL Ltrs I: 112).
But these were all partial readings.
His completion list is on the last page
of text just under lines 948-52 of Book XII.
There he writes that he had first read this
edition of the Aeneid through during his
first year back at Oxford, finishing it on
September 20, 1919 when he was almost
21. He had written to Arthur Greeves on
February 16, 1919 telling him that during
this first period of study that he would
have to read all of Virgil’s works (CSL Ltrs

I:434). Lewis then records his re-readings
on March 6, 1932; January 29, 1936;
August 1942; December 26, 1946;
February 22, 1951; July 1952; September
1956; September 1958; and September
1960.
Early in his introduction, the Lost
Aeneid editor lists only four places where
Lewis in his letters had mentioned a full
re-reading of the Aeneid (6) and two of
these were for the same reading (see CSL
Ltrs I: 490 & CSL Ltrs II: 61, 750, 754). A
comparison chart though between these
four and the ten listed in Lewis’s personal
copy adds up to a total known reading of
11 times. Plus, even more noteworthy,
this comparison chart demonstrates that
Jack had read the Aeneid in Latin at least 9
times in the 28 years, starting in 1932,
just shortly after he became a Christian in
September, 1931.
Continuing into the actual text in
Lewis’s personal copy of the Aeneid, the
reader will notice as stated earlier three
types of annotations. There is first a short
and simple statement written at the
beginning
of
each
book
which
summarized for him the argument of that
book. This was the custom of some
authors to give a synopsis of the chapter
or book to assist the reader. Sometimes
this was done in the table of contents, but
many times it is found at the beginning of
each individual book section. For instance
Milton did this with Paradise Lost, Dryden
with his translation of the Aeneid, and
Dante with The Divine Comedy.
Lewis’s second type of annotation is
the underlining of Latin words within the
text with either an alternative Latin
synonym or an English word written in
the margin next to that line. Over the
twelve individual books Lewis has
underlined 90 Latin words or phrases,
averaging 7.5 underlinings per book;
though one actually has none underlined
(Book II). At least seven books have 6
underlined words. Books I, III, and V have
only 1 underlined Latin word in them. All
of the others have at least 3 words
4
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underlined, with the most words
underlined in Book VII. In it he
underlined 24 words.
A third type of annotation that Lewis
uses somewhat more sparingly with a
total of ten is the annotated footnote. No
book has more than three: these being
Books IV and VI. Books I, II, V, X. XI and
XII have none while Books III, VII, VIII and
IX have one. The footnotes vary in length
with one having six individual lines (Book
VI), but another in the same book has
only two words. One of his footnotes is in
Greek (Book IV), another refers the
reader back to Virgil’s Eclogues (Book III)
and in one Lewis quotes Cicero (Book IX).
In the following transcriptions I have
left the British use of –our and the
hyphens Lewis used at the end of a line to
split a word, all underlinings, all
misspellings and any other errors intact
as written. The first lines of the
arguments in Books II and IV were very
difficult to transcribe since the top of the
page in both books had been trimmed
after these arguments had been written. I
have used question marks (?) in Book IV
where this top line was partially illegible.
In Book X the * symbol means that this
line was overwritten. Where several
underlinings were in one book (i.e. Book
VII), I have listed them across the page
separated by a semi-colon instead of
listing each one on an individual line. As
stated above all of the following extracts
by C.S. Lewis © copyright CS Lewis Pte
Ltd.
Book I: The Argument - “Flying from Troy
and cast upon the shores of Libya by a
storm which Juno stirred up, Aeneas is
honorably received by the queen of the
land: but Venus, fearing some treason,
inspires her with a love for him.”
I. 698: sponda – toro

Book II: The Argument – Aeneas, in an
episode, is interrogated about how Troy
was taken by the stratagem of the

Wooden Horse: wherein his own deeds
and suffering and the last labor of the city
are narrated and how, mortality lifted
from his eyes, he saw what dreadful faces
and adverse powers were set against
Priam.

Book III: The Argument – Troy fallen,
Aeneas takes ship thence and would rest
in many lands but always is driven out by
ill omens. His meeting with Andromache
and what state he found her in. The
Harpies and Polypheme: which told,
Aeneas ends his story.
III. 92: cortina – tripodic caldron
III. 428:
Delphinum caudas utero
commissa luporum. 1
1 For syntax of Ec. III.106 inscripti
nomina, (“Wolf’s belly linked to
dolphin’s tail. Conington. “With a
dolphin’s tail set in the belly of a
wolf.” Papillon & Haigh).

Book IV: The Argument –The queen, now
[- - - - - - -] more with the love of Aeneas,
detains him at Carthage: where he was
even now about to make his city when
Jove command-ed him to follow his fates,
which, though loth, he obeyed. The poet
relates the words and passions of the
queen until her miserable death.
IV. 6: lustrabat – traverse; IV. 54:
impenso – prodigal; IV. 121: indagine –
tracking
IV. 121: dum trepidant alae 1 saltusque
indagine cingunt,
1 The mounted huntsmen on the
wings of the party or beaten or
feathers used for scaring the game?
IV. 126: propriamque – permanent; IV.
131: plagae – snares
IV. 178-179: illam Terra parens ira
inritata deorum 1
exremam, ut perhibent, Coeo
Enceladoque 2 sororem
1 oia paroithen choomene Dii
tikten (sc. gaia). Apols. Rh. II. 40.
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C. a Titan, and E. a giant; this
confusion is common.
IV. 605: foros – lanes
2

Book V: The Argument –driven by
contrary winds Aeneas takes refuge in
Trinacria and holds games to the memory
of his father, wherein a race of ships and
of runners, a fight with the fists and
shooting with bows are all illustrated.
Thereafter with the burning of the ships
by the women, at Juno’s instance, the
Book closes.
V. 682: stuppa – flax

Book VI: The Argument: - Consultation
had with the prophetess, Aeneas, by the
golden bough, is suffered to descend into
Avernus: its fashion and habitants
described
the river Lethe and what
souls resort thither are to him illustrated
by Anchises who further shews him
certain of his descendents then waiting to
be born.

VI. 209: brattea – its “plates” of gold; VI.
411: iuga – benches; VI. 416: ulva –
sedge
VI. 586 - dum 1 flammam Iovis et sonitus
imitatur Olympi.
1 There is an attractive theory that his
punishment consists in endlessly
repeating his sin. But it may mean
that the S. can [have] him blasted in
flagrante, at the moment of the sin.
VI. 895-898:
altera candenti perfecta 1 nitens
elephanto
sed falsa ad caelum mittunt insomnia
Manes
his ibi tum natum Anchises unaque
Sibyllam
prosequitur dictis portaque emittit
eburna 2
1 Perhaps = perfecte
2 a. Because he is not an umbra,
∴ not a vera umbra (v. 898)
b. Because he is not an insomnium
∴ not a true somnium.

c. Because all dreams before
midnight are fakes: ∴ only the ivory
gate is open before midnight as it is
then that A. emerges.
d. Because V. does not claim that his
account of Hades is true
e. Because this world is only a
dream and A. himself became
[mad?] on re-entering it.

Book VII: The Argument: - Aeneas in
Hesperia the Trojans seek peace
of
Latinus, which had been perfected but
that Juno raised up a fiend to enter into
Amata and especially into Turnus, which
being done, the accident of Silvia’s stag
straightway gave the occasion of war.

VII. 28: tonsae – blades; VII. 67: examen
– swarm; VII. 109: adorea – spelt; VII.
158: moliturque – piles high; VII. 159:
pinnis – bastions; VII. 188: trabea – pall;
VII. 210: solio – throne; VII. 352: taenia
– band; VII. 440: situ – the rust (of old);
VII. 506: obusto – hardened in the fire;
VII. 507: stipitis – stake; VII. 508:
rimanti – as he searched; VII. 590: inlisa
– dashed against it; VII. 609: vectes –
bolts; VII. 627: arvina – grease; VII. 629:
incudibus – anvils; VII. 632: salignas –
willow; VII. 634: ocreas – grieves; VII.
637: tessera – tablet (= the fiery cross);
VII. 664: dolones – pike staff; VII. 665:
veruque – spit > dart
VII. 690: Instituere pedis, crudus tegit
altera pero. 1
1 Boot of raw hide.
VII. 730: aclydes – javelins; VII. 732:
caetra – target; VII. 805: colo calathisve
– distaff basket

Book VIII: The Argument: - Aeneas
admonished by the god Tiber in a dream,
journies up the river to Evandrus the
Arcadian king, seeking alliance: which
granted, follows the king’s story of Cacus
and Vulcan’s forging of armour.

VIII. 22: labris – basins; VIII. 177: villosi
– shaggy; VIII. 178: acerno – of maple
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wood; VIII. 233: silex – spire of rock;
VIII. 284: lancibus – dishes; VIII. 391:
corusco – quivering; VIII. 529: sudum –
clear (sky or weather); VIII. 645: vepres
– thorny brakes; VIII. 660: virgatis –
striped; VIII. 660: sagulis – cloaks
VIII. 662: gaesa 1 manu, scutis protecti
corpora longis.
1 Long, heavy gallic javelins
VIII. 664: pilentis – chariots; VIII. 685:
ope barbarica – Ennius; VIII. 696: sistro
– timbrel

Book IX: The Argument: - Turnus, having
understood by a vision the departure of
Aeneas, falls upon the camp, but, being
beaten off at the first assault, surrounds it
with his battalions: this whom Nisus and
Euryalus, wishing to bring tidings to
Aeneas, make way, but are after slain. On
the next day the Trojans are hard pressed
by Turnus.
IX. 21: palantisque polo stellas 1 sequor
omina tanta,
1 This was apparently a recognized
portent. (Caelum discessisse visum
esset atque in eo animadversi globi.
Cic. De Div. 1.43)
IX. 60: caulas – variant for ovilia [a
sheepfold]; IX. 238: bivio – crossways;
IX. 255: actutum – presently; IX. 320:
limite – path; IX. 382: sentes – briars; IX.
476: pensa – [alloted] skein; IX. 582:
ferrugine – russet; IX. 616: manicas –
manches (?) [arm guard]
IX. 616: redimicula – frontlets; IX. 641:
macte – bravo!; IX. 651: sonoribus –
noun: “house of sound”; IX. 701:
pulmone – lung; IX. 705: phalarica –
fireball; IX. 711: pila – pile

Book X: The Argument: - After a great
consult in Heaven the war takes its
course: wherein Aeneas, now returned by
sea, performs excellent deeds, but Pallas
************** is slain by Turnus: whom
Juno converys privily by ship to his father.
Then follow the deaths of Lausus and
Mesentius.

X. 5: tectis bipatentibus – the double
flanged doors were closed; X. 110:
exorsa – coopta; X. 154: tum libera fati –
fatis; X. 169: gorytique – quivers; X. 187:
olorinae – swan’s; X. 211: pristim –
whale; X. 220: Cybebe – Cybebe
(Kubhbh alternative form); X. 318: clava
– with his club; X. 404: arva – ; X. 536:
capulo – The hilts; X. 545: Dardanides –
s.c. [the Trojan] Aeneas; X. 589: inguen –
the groin; X. 653: crepidine – scaur
[precipitous bank, cliff]; X. 894: cernuus
– face downwards

Book XI: The Argument: - a truce was
made for burying of the dead And Aeneas
sent back the body of Pallas to the
Aracdian king: meanwhile, Diomede
having rejected his elders, Latinus calls a
counsil of his peers, wherein, many
diversely persuading, Turnus and
Drances were proceeding to anger when
news of Aeneas already at the gates broke
off their consultation. Then follow the
excellent deeds and death of Camilla.
XI. 157: rudimenta – initiation; XI. 473:
praefodiunt – entrench; XI. 473:
sudesque – stakes; XI. 554: libro – bark;
XI. 554: subere – cork rind; XI. 682:
sparus – a boar-spear; XI. 788: pruna –
coals of fire

Book XII: The Argument: Warning given to
Latinus and the Trojans, Turnus comes
forth to a monomachie with Aeneas: but
when they were about to meet, a treason
was wrought by the device of Juno,
whence the battle is revnewed: wherein
after great slaughter Aeneas over reaches
Turnus by the gates and slays him. There
the poem concludes.

XII. 120: limo – sacred veil; XII. 120:
verbena – branches; XII. 364: sternacis –
thrower of his lord; XII. 413: caulem –
stalk; XII. 672: tabulata – many-lofted;
XII. 673: vertex – flame
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Having presented Lewis’s personal
annotations and hoping that they may
some day be used in a future textual
apparatus of his partial translation of the
Aeneid, it seemed appropriate to consider
some personal comments by the editor,
A.T. Reyes, on his role in the publishing of
this first edition and some of his thoughts
on Lewis and his work. What follows is an
adaptation and abridgement of five
questions to and responses from Reyes
when he was interviewed by Jason Fisher
for Mythprint (May 2011: 4-5), shortly
after C.S. Lewis’s Lost Aeneid was
published. Hopefully my own editing
allows the spirit of what was asked and
their answers to clarify some important
factors in related to the Lost Aeneid. I have
put my version of Fisher’s questions in
italics. Some of this writer’s suggestions
and comments follow some answers in
brackets.

1.

2.

3.

How did he first come to be
connected with the Lewis corpus? “I
had previously helped Walter to
identity some of the quotations in
C.S. Lewis’s letters.” [see prefaces to
CSL Ltrs I: xi, II: xvii, & III: xvii]
Is it possible to determine anything
of Lewis’s process of translation
from the manuscript? “Because the
manuscript is probably a fair copy,
it is difficult to deduce anything
about
Lewis’s
method
of
translation….He
probably
translated those sections which
interested him in particular.”
[meaning primarily, but not only,
Aeneid I, II and VI]

Did Lewis include commentary on
lines or passages? “There is no
accompanying commentary” [But
see the dozens of annotations and
underlinings taken from his
personal copy at the Wilson Library
at UNC on which he based his
translation]

4.

5.

What do you think Lewis found so
compelling about the Aeneid? 1)
“the tragedy of the Aeneid, with its
stark examination of war and its
costliness” [see CSL Ltrs II: 750];
2)“Lewis also identified with
Aeneas…
an
autobiographical
fragment of his poetry makes the
explicit
comparison
between
himself and Aeneas” [see CSL Ltrs
II: 77-78]; 3)”His translation of the
Aeneid is an attempt to bring
translation of this work back within
a Medieval tradition” [see Lewis’s
comments on “the real affinity
between the ancient and medieval
world” in OHEL III: 84ff]
What new appreciation can
readers of both Lewis and the Aeneid
find in C.S. Lewis’s ‘Lost Aeneid’?
“C.S. Lewis’s text reads very well as
English poetry, but remains exact in
its translation of the Latin. The
attempt to set the Aeneid squarely
within a medieval tradition, using
Alexandrine couplets, renders this
translation unique.”

On the YaleBooks Blog (March 4,
2011), just before the book was
published, Reyes also shared about an
interesting discovery he made as he
began working on editing Lewis’s
translation,
“Over the next 2 years, I read all of
Lewis’s published work, as well as
all of his papers stored in Oxford
University’s
Bodleian
Library.
Eventually, I realized that when, in
his academic writing, Lewis quoted
from the Aeneid in English, he often
used metrical lines, each of twelve
syllables. Since his translation also
used twelve-syllable lines, it was
easy to conclude that, when quoting
from Virgil, Lewis was quoting
himself. He had translated Virgil’s
lines into verse, intending these to
fit into a larger whole.” (YaleBooks
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Blog (March 4, 2011),“Discovering
C.S. Lewis’s Lost Aeneid”)

Next, our presentation considers a
compilation of remarks from some of the
many published responses to Reyes, his
introduction and the Lewis translation he
edited. These selected comments come
from a diverse group of reviewers:
several like Bratman, Como, Downing,
Fisher, Guite, Svendsen, Vaus and West
have either written books and essays on
Lewis or have close connections to groups
or periodicals that discuss his writings
and ideas. Others like Carter, Pesta, Sharp,
and Wilson have no previous Lewis
connection and are published in secular
print publications, while there are also
Catholic, Evangelical Protestant and
Mainstream
Protestant
religious
publications who have reviewed Lewis’s
translation. Ruden, who did her review in
Books & Culture is herself a recent and
highly acclaimed translator of all twelve
books of the Aeneid and brings a definite
scholarly vantage, as does Mackenzie in
the University of Glasgow periodical,
Translation and Literature. The selected
reviews show both positive and negative
responses; plus, one even questions the
provenance of the manuscript. But overall
there is general appreciation for the work
that Reyes did and for Lewis’s translation.
The compilation is in the alphabetical
order of the names of the reviewers.

Publisher’s Weekly (May 2011): “the
narrative is seamlessly bolstered by
editor Reyes….Reyes underscores
Lewis’s veneration for Virgil’s Aeneid”.
2. Brad Birzer in The American
Conservative (July 21, 2011): “Reyes’s
book is deep rather than broad…a fine
job explaining the text…provides an
index of every reference to the Aeneid
throughout
Lewis’s
corpus….Lost
Aeneid forces one to reevaluate the
role of Virgil’s poetic and intellectual
pull not only on Lewis but by
extension on 20th century Christian

1.

humanism…I will never be able to look
at Lewis in the same way again. From
the earliest part of his intellectual
awakening to
his very deathbed,
Lewis was enrapt by the Aeneid.”
3. David Bratman in Mythprint (January
2012): “What interests me is its
provenance and the peculiar mysteries
that hang around it…I do not recall
that Hooper had ever mentioned it in
any of his works on Lewis…If the
bonfire story is true, then what’s ‘lost’
got to do with it?...It’s not a lost Aeneid
but a hidden Aeneid….Why did Lewis
make a fair copy of a work in such an
incomplete state?”
4. James Como in The New Criterion
(September
2011):
“Reyes’
introduction lays out what there is of
Lewis’s engagement with the Aeneid
and with Virgil (vocations and their
price looming large), his religious
importance to Lewis, and Lewis on
translation…the actual book affords us
a glimpse of how one rich, enormously
sympathetic, and religion-charged
literary imagination engaged another,
religion-charged,
though
greater,
literary imagination; that, and it
recovers for us a well-spring of Lewis’
imagination and spirit.”
5. David Downing in C.S. Lewis Blog
(April 27, 2011): “C.S. Lewis’s Lost
Aeneid introduces a side of Lewis that
many readers don’t know – the
sophisticated classicist and talented
translator…Reyes offers a thorough
and masterly introduction, explaining
Lewis’s lifelong fascination with the
Aeneid… [and] shows that the Aeneid
was never very far from Lewis’s
mind…This newly-released translation
certainly seems to show its influence
on his own imagination. One could
even argue that Lewis’s attempts to
render that difficult Latin rhythm
(dactylic hexameter) into English
helped him forge the melodic prose
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that is such a hallmark of all the
Chronicles [of Narnia].”
6. Anthony Esolen in University
Bookman (Fall 2011): “What Lewis
does for us.… is to show us something
of the beauty and the complexity of
Virgil’s poem…[he] entered deeply into
the poetic ambience of the Aeneid, its
mysterious literary mood, and… he did
his best to reveal the very strangeness
of Virgil in an English meter,
alexandrine couplets, that is itself
strange and haunting. For that we
should be grateful.”
7. Jason Fisher in Mythprint (May
2011): “In this nimble rendition of
parts of Virgil’s Aeneid, C.S. Lewis has
managed to achieve both fidelity and
beauty to a remarkable degree….[In
the preface Ross points out that] Lewis
‘is less bound to reproduce every Latin
word, but he hits off what is striking
and important…In every respect, we
are
much
closer
to
Virgil.’
(xxiii)…Reyes’s 30-page introduction
stands as a terrific preparatory essay
on the Aeneid, on Lewis on Virgil, and
on Lewis on translation… Above all,
this [translation] is just great
reading…The translation is full of
wonderful words and clever turns of
phrase, so many of them uniquely
Lewisian. There is abundant raw
material in this new book for anyone
interested in the art and science of
translation…. I hope Lewis’s Lost
Aeneid will inspire other translators to
look backward, recalling their subjects’
original audiences and not to
mollycoddle their present ones quite
so much.”
8. Malcom Guite Blog (April 16, 2011):
“Worth the wait…Reyes has done a
splendid job of editing it all…and
providing an excellent introduction….
But the heart of the book is in Lewis’s
own long, loping, rangey verse
translation, full of felicities and an
unashamedly, beautiful, romantic and

adventurous ‘take’ on its original…It is
clearly designed to be read aloud…For
Lewis Virgil was a poet who could both
celebrate the beauty and majesty of
life in this world and at the same time
keep the soul attuned to longing,
kindle its desire, for the ‘ever-receding
shore’, for the land we long for.”
9. Juliette Harrisson on Pop Classics”
(April 22, 2011): “the poem read
beautifully, but probably should not be
used by undergraduates studying
Virgil in translation, as it is not quite
literal enough…Luckily, the surviving
material includes some of the most
interesting sections from Book
6…Unluckily, the translation of Book 2
runs out just as it gets to the really
exciting bit….Reyes has made one
decision I did not agree with….He has
used the most recent edition of the
Latin, not the older edition Lewis
used….It would seem to make more
sense to me to use the edition Lewis
translated from, so his translation can
be directly compared with the source
material…Lewis’s own love for Virgil
comes through clearly, and every line
aims to be, basically, as beautiful as
possible.”
10. Donald Mackenzie in Translation and
Literature 21 (2012):”[The title, C.S.
Lewis’s Lost Aeneid, is] ‘a tad
hyperbolical’…No reader of this
translation will reckon Lewis has
[found] a style wholly counter to his
age which is also apt for the rendering
of Virgil….Lewis is a notable master of
pastiche. His translation does better
when he moves over from mere
archaism into pastiche and echo….At
sundry points I found myself reminded
of Keats in the plainer narrative
moments of Endymion….the recurrent
felicities where Lewis arrives at a
fuller match for his original –
sometimes
direct
equivalent,
sometimes through the small deft
relocation, or at a transfused neutral
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original line….Given Lewis’s emphasis
on the importance of story it is
unsurprising that some of those
felicities come in the local detail of
ongoing narrative….Whatever the
validity of Lewis’s polemical placing of
Virgil in relation to the medieval, the
Renaissance, and the modern world,
[his translation] can signal larger,
graver issues of translation, of the
community of reading, of continuity
and the breaking of continuity.”
11. Michael O’Sullivan in The Tablet (May
21, 2011): “Lewis’s translation of
Virgil’s great epic, the Aeneid, is
beautifully produced and thoughtfully
edited: it constitutes a welcome
addition to his existing oeuvre….There
is force, beauty and simplicity in his
rendering of the opening lines from
Book I….The scholarship is meticulous
but accessible. Devotees should waste
no time in getting hold of it…the
perfect introduction to this aspect of
his genius.”
12. Duke Pesta in Choice: Current
Reviews for Academic Libraries
(September 2011):”In this elegant
work… Reyes argues that the Aeneid is
the link that unites Lewis’s life as
Christian apologist and his career as
professor
of
English
literature….Providing the Latin text
alongside Lewis’s translation, and
copious notes, commentary, and
explanation, this volume offers unique
insights on Virgil, the Aeneid, the epic
tradition, the mind and work habits of
Lewis, and the relationship between
translation and art.”
13. Sarah Ruden in Books & Culture
(May/June 2011):”It is exciting that
C.S.
Lewis’
Aeneid
translation
fragments are now available…But in
Lewis’s case [unlike Virgil’s], the
intervention [of friends to save the
manuscript] is not as easy to praise…
This book shows the translation as
fascinating evidence of his formation,

imagination, and critical drive….In this
edition, the aesthetic judgments
offered, though deeply learned, are
highly partisan and remind me more of
Lewis at his narrowest… I have to
conclude that, granted the fragments
needed to be published, they lose out
through Reyes, Hooper, and the
preface-writer D.O Ross’ sometimes
wildly uncritical presentation, which
throws suspicion even on Lewis’ most
accomplished lines…The worst effect
of surrounding this undirected,
unrehearsed performance of Lewis
with flattery is the way the flattery
works against his dearest purposes,
the religious ones… As a translator, he
mistook his personal tastes and
professional critical position for the
timeless essence of a literary
masterpiece, which comes from God
rather than from any worldly
circumstance.”
14. Richard
West
in
Mythlore
(Fall/Winter 2011):”It is not only a
translation but a study of Lewis’s use
and understanding of the Aeneid….
Lewis approached his translation
similarly to the method he praises in
the 15th–century Scots translation by
Gavin Douglas: not to render every
word literally, but to capture the
overall meaning and spirit. This is
evident from the beginning, where the
famous “Arma virumque” is given as
“of arms and the exile” rather than the
literal “Of arms and the man,” the
better to indicate the plight of Aeneas
(or Eneas, as Lewis spells the name
throughout)….[Lewis] ‘attempts to
clean Virgil’s canvas of the surface
grime of classicism… while it restores
the archaism and poetic diction of our
pre-industrial literary inheritance’
(xix)…The
rhyming
alexandrines
immediately give us the sense of a
classical poem….an invaluable ‘introduction’… [is] very knowledgeable
about Lewis’s work as well as
Virgil’s….[Of his] argument that ‘Virgil,
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in fact, is the link that unites Lewis’s
life as a Christian apologist and his
career as a professor of English
literature’ – I think he is right….”
15. Emily Wilson in The New Republic
(July 28, 2011):”The main value of C.S.
Lewis’s ‘lost’ version of the Aeneid is
that Lewis’s Virgil is a bracing
corrective to Eliot’s Virgil….Lewis
reads the Aeneid through the medieval
tradition….Douglas was able to bring
out the ‘sensuous vitality’ of
Virgil…Lewis’s nostalgia for an
imaginary medieval past…can easily
come across as wrongheaded and antiintellectual….I
have
serious
reservations about Lewis’s way with
Virgil. Still, I find it impossible not to
be cheered and inspired by his
impassioned love of reading…His
defense of story and his suspicion of
style…he is so conscious of the need to
share his own deep pleasure in literary
experience….Yet
the
literary
experience offered by C.S. Lewis’s Lost
Aeneid is dubious and mixed…[Reyes’
introduction] oddly includes no
discussion of how Lewis’s version
compares
with
modern
translations….It would be more accurate to
say that the interest of this book lies in
tracing how similar the Virgilian Lewis
is to the various Lewises we already
know…. Lewis’s bits of translation of
the Aeneid are bad and good in very
much the same ways as his Narnia
books….Lewis is better on landscape
than people. The storms of Book One
are good…So Lewis’s translation is,
finally, worth reading.
16. Robert Woods in The Musings of a
Christian Humanist Blog (May 14,
2011):”a number of insights – Lewis’s
philosophy of translation …[is] ‘to be
true to the meaning of a great work,
we should be true to its language’
(28)’… The reader also finds an
important description of the terms
humanist and humanism (23)….Lewis

proposed that the ‘great theme of the
Aeneid is, at a more general level, in
exploration of human transitions…’
(12)…Lewis’s work is an enriching
experience.”
17. Carol Zaleski in The Christian Century
(June 14, 2011):”Long before Lewis
became a Christian, the Aeneid acted
upon him almost as a Christian epic;
long after he became a Christian, the
Aeneid remained central to his
understanding of vocation… The poetic
diction takes some getting used to …He
attempts… a medievalist’s touch,
bringing to his translation a blend of
the ceremonial and the sensuous…The
result should be seen as an
experiment…Its chief value is in what
it tells us about Lewis as a Christian
reader of the pagan past….Lewis’s
unfinished Aeneid, however it may fare
with critics, establishes beyond doubt
his vocation as a translator to the
modern world of its own forgotten
traditions.”
One notes in closing that after
someone has enjoyed the reading of the
Lewis translation of the Aeneid,
discovered further understanding in his
personal annotations in the Hirtzel
edition (which should be considered in
any future publication), and uncovered
more appreciation of his translation
through the comments of both the editor
and the many reviewers, the student of
Lewis has just touched the tip of the
iceberg as regards the influence of Virgil
upon the works of C.S. Lewis. Overall
Reyes, in his editing, his introduction and
his discovery of additional references, has
done a good job and has much to be
thanked for, but further work is still to be
done to add to his beginning.
For example, if one could go through
all of the published fiction and non-fiction
books, poems, essays, diaries and letters
by Lewis and merely placed a bookmark
at the pages where Virgil or his works are
mentioned and then put them in a
12
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timeline of Lewis’s life and also in the
context of the Lewis reading chart given
at the end of his personal copy, there is no
telling what fresh interpretations and
insights might be discovered about the
Lewis corpus and Virgil’s influence upon
it. In the nearly fifty Lewis books and
anthologies of essays and poems in this
presenter’s library, at least thirty-seven of
them make at least one explicit reference
to Virgil or themes found in him. Most of
these same books have abundantly more
than one reference to him. Merely looking
in the indexes of four Lewis books –
English Literature in the 16th Century and
C.S. Lewis Collected Letters, Volumes I, II, &
III – the count of pages on which Virgil
and his works are mentioned in the text is
over 100. In addition much of his fiction is
also impacted by Virgil, as are many less
popular and less studied books like The
Personal Heresy (1939), Studies in Words
(1967) and his essay, “Williams and the
Arthuriad” in Arthurian Torso (1974).
Plus, often there are many other
overlooked, unindexed, and untranslated
lines and phrases of Virgil which are
found throughout the books in the Lewis
opus.
All of these connections between
Lewis and Virgil and the publishing of a
more inclusive textual apparatus, point to
possible further study for anyone seeking
an important Lewis-related project. Plus,
in the end, the study of both Virgil and
Lewis might provide unsought for
personal benefits like a better knowledge
of Latin poetry and a better
understanding of the ancient world and
its relationship and importance to our
own times.
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The Wise Woman as an Agent of Identity
in George MacDonald’s Story The Wise Woman
Rachel Johnson
University of Worcester

The following paper emerged
from thoughts about the philosophy of
identity and how it might apply to
George MacDonald‘s Story The Wise
Woman.
Introduction

George MacDonald’s story, The
Wise Woman, a Parable (1875) was first
serialised in the periodical Good Things
(Dec 1874-July 1875) and later
published under the various titles A
Double Story, The Lost Princess, The Lost
Princess, a Double Story, Princess
Rosamond, a Double Story, The Lost
Princess; or The Wise Woman and The
Wise Woman or The Lost Princess: a
Double Story.
One of the implications of such a
plethora of titles is to create a platform
of interrogation as to whom or what the
story is primarily about, is it the Wise
Woman, the princess Rosamond, Agnes
the shepherd’s daughter or either set of
parents? Is the focus on this ambiguity
or, taking the lead from MacDonald’s
own commentary on imaginative
writing (MacDonald "The Fantastic
Imagination" 316), is it all of these
options?
All of the above titles convey
different emphases on the focal
character or characters and elicit the
question ‘whose identity is under
construction?’ And,’ is the agent of
identity the Wise Woman, or the
lostness?’
Having thus thrown possible
approaches to the story open, my aim in
this paper is to focus on an investigation

of the Wise Woman herself as an agent
of identity in this story and to ask the
question ‘how much choice does
Rosamond have in the reconstruction of
her own identity?’
(See below for the main points
of the story).
The Wise Woman’s unexpected
appearance at court and her abduction
of Princess Rosamond begins a process
of transformation as Rosamond pursues
her journey towards true princesshood.
The Wise Woman’s philosophy of what
the identity of a true princess consists of
begins a process of moral education
designed to teach Rosamond that her
high social position does not guarantee
her identity as a princess.
The story follows the progress
of two girls, the Princess Rosamond and
the Shepherdess Agnes, as they mature
under the tutelage of the Wise Woman.
The Wise Woman as a supernatural
character constantly appears in
MacDonald’s work under different
guises. I do not intend to examine who
she is, or is intended to represent, since
this work is a separate study and has
been addressed in other places, for
example in the work of Dierdre
Hayward(Hayward). Suffice it to say,
she has supernatural attributes which
allow her to transcend space and time.
Two concepts of identity

In contemporary culture, the
concept of identity is increasingly
perceived as an entity created by the
personal choice of the individual,
constructed, for example, in terms of
2
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lifestyle, fashion, career expectation or
any other choice centred on the
individual. This is a modernist (and
postmodernist) position emanating
from a post-Enlightenment emphasis on
the individual self as the base point
from which decisions are made.
An alternative perspective,
expounded by Alistair MacIntyre, is
based on the Aristotelian position
arguing for a selfhood constructed from
the ‘narrative unity of life’. From this
viewpoint, narrative unity is the
position
upon
which
the
meaningfulness of life is based and
‘meaning is the material out of which
substantial selfhood is constructed’
(MacIntyre quoted in (Morgan 164).
Narrative unity is the basis or context
upon which identity is built and from
which choices are made. Choice in
modernist context includes the option
to reject such a context since the
individual is the starting point for
decisions.
My
investigation
of
the
characters of the Wise Woman as agent,
and on the Princess Rosamond as acted
upon (or not) implies that in the
specific context of this story,
Rosamond’s life and context is initially
‘an ongoing connected story’ (Morgan
165). Rosamond potentially has the
choice to work within this contextual
narrative or to detach herself from it.
Rosamond’s journey towards
true
princesshood
is
therefore
potentially the continuation of her story
in the narrative presented to her by the
Wise Woman. The Wise Woman, in
other words, shows Rosamond what she
could become.
The construct of identity within
the story can be interpreted as both
internal, in relation to the self; external,
in relation to the geographical space, or
environment which is used by the Wise
Woman to shape Rosamond’s identity;
and cultural in relation to social space
(that is the social strata into which a
princess is born). The landscape of
values within the story deflects identity
in relation to social class. This landscape
ostensibly transcends the romantic

order
of
‘noble
identity’,
as
encompassing goodness, discussed by
Northrop Frye as the ‘blood will tell’
convention (Frye 161).
Rosamond’s identity prior
to meeting with Wise Woman

This is Rosamond’s beginning:

a baby girl was born – and her
father was a king, and her mother
was a queen, and her uncles and
aunts
were
princes
and
princesses, and her first cousins
were dukes and duchesses, and
not one of her second cousins was
less
than
a
marquis
or
marchioness, or of her third
cousins less than an earl or
countess, and below a countess
they did not care to count. So the
little girl was Somebody. …

And MacDonald’s narratorial comment:
As she grew up, everybody about
her did his best to convince her
that she was Somebody, and the
girl herself was so easily
persuaded of it that she quite
forgot that anybody had ever told
her so, and took it for a
fundamental, innate, primary,
firstborn, self-evident, necessary,
and incontrovertible idea and
principle that she was Somebody’
…; and the worst of it was that the
princess never thought of there
being more than one Somebody –
and that was herself (MacDonald
The Wise Woman: A Parable and
Gutta Percha Willie: The Working
Genius 3,4).

Thus the narrative construction of
selfhood begun in the above passage
was extended through the acquisition of
‘things’, since she wanted ‘everything
she could and everything she couldn’t
have’ (MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie: The
Working Genius 6). The situation of total
self-centredness grew so bad even her
parents at last ‘thought it time to do
something’ (MacDonald The Wise
3

The Wise Woman as an Agent of Identity · Rachel Johnson

Woman: A Parable and Gutta Percha
Willie: The Working Genius 8).
This is the point at which the
Wise Woman enters the story.
The Wise Woman’s Aim

The Wise woman carries
Rosamond off to her cottage in order to
begin the process of reconstruction, or
transformation of, her identity. The aim
of the Wise Woman is to enable
Rosamond to reach true princesshood, a
process that necessitates Rosamond
journeying from a position of exclusive
‘somebody’
(self-centredness)
to
inclusive ‘somebody’ (self-awareness
and awareness of others). This
transition is from an individual to a
social self, to use Alasdair MacIntyre’s
terminology (MacIntyre After Virtue: A
Study in Moral Theology 33), but it is a
transition in the opposite direction from
that which occurred after the
enlightenment, that is, from social self
to the individual. When Rosamond
reaches the cottage her perception of
princesshood is based upon social
position with herself as the centre of
attention and service. The Wise
Woman’s concept of princesshood is
entirely different. The attributes of true
princesshood according to the Wise
Woman are presented as not reliant on
an individual’s birth into any particular
social strata. She explains to Rosamond:
Nobody can be a real princess …
until she is princess over herself,
that is, until, when she finds
herself unwilling to do the thing
that is right, she makes herself do
it’
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 109)
The Wise Woman’s method

The Wise Woman’s method
starts
from
the
premise
that
Rosamond’s ‘overarching narrative’ is
her journey from self-centredness
towards true princesshood. She begins

by presenting Rosamond’s story as an
‘ongoing connected story’ (Morgan 165)
and creates a series of scenarios in
which she allows Rosamond to
experience the consequences of her
identity as constructed by a singlevoiced, self-centred narrative, to
experience the consequences of her own
choices and desires, in short, to
experience ‘herself’. Then Wise Woman
then tells Rosamond how her own story
could be continued in a different
narrative. Rosamond’s parents have
constructed her to herself in terms of a
self-centred narrative. The Wise Woman
remonstrates with the King and Queen:
“She is a very wicked child,” said
the Queen; “Yes indeed,” returned
the Wise Woman; but it is half
your fault too."
"What!" stammered the king
"Haven't we given her every
mortal thing she wanted?"
`"Surely," said the wise woman.
"What else could have all but
killed her?
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 10)

They had thereby created a child who
“is very naughty indeed” (MacDonald
The Wise Woman: A Parable and Gutta
Percha Willie: The Working Genius 10).
(If you have read the opening chapter of
the story you will discover that this is an
understatement.)
The Wise Woman pursues her
educative method by following what the
19th century philosopher Schelling
(Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph Von Schelling
(1775-1854)) described as ‘the history
of self-consciousness’ as ‘progressive
self-objectification’ (Summerell 88). As
the
Wise
Woman
appeals
to
Rosamond’s reason and imagination
together, she works towards the
formulation of Rosamond’s identity as a
‘mutuality’ of both these attributes of
personhood, or in Rosamond’s case,
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‘princesshood’ to bring both the real
and the ideal into being.
By presenting Rosamond with
an imaginative vision of herself, the
Wise Woman seeks to influence
Rosamond’s decisions as to who she
wishes to become.
She informed
Rosamond’s reason by using the power
of the imagination, thereby using the
‘imagination (as) the creative force if
identity’ (Summerell 89). One example
of the Wise Woman’s use of the
imagination to encourage the reformation of Rosamond’s identity is to
show Rosamond what she looks like to
herself through the use of the Wise
Woman’s mirror. Bear in mind that
when a MacDonald character is shown
‘themselves’, the inner self is included:
Rosamond saw a child with dirty
fat cheeks, greedy mouth,
cowardly eyes . . . stooping
shoulders, tangled hair, tattered
clothes, and smears and stains
everywhere.
That was what
she
had
made
herself.
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 43).

A contemporary story where the
agent uses the same method of didactic
reform to modify children’s behaviour
can be found in Nanny McPhee: The
Collected Tales of Nurse Matilda by
Christianna Brand .
The Wise Woman’s position
could be interpreted as based on what
MacIntyre notes is a premise of
Socrates, ‘that restraint within the
personality and between people is a
condition
of
their
well-being’
(MacIntyre 35). It follows that restraint
is a condition for the well-being of the
person exercising restraint, the ‘when
she finds herself unwilling to do the
thing that is right, she makes herself do
it’ (MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie: The
Working Genius 109) approach.
The Wise Woman opens the
options to her but Rosamond has to
decide for herself what is right and
‘make herself do it’. The Wise Woman’s

premise is that the ideal is possible and
therefore her educational method is
directed toward, in contemporary
terminology, aspirational ‘participant
reaction’ (Chappell 12), that is, by
reacting as though Rosamond is
cooperating, the Wise Woman creates
the desired behaviour. The Wise
Woman is therefore the agent of the
behaviour
which
contributes
to
Rosamond’s reconstructed identity. This
is the position of the Wise Woman:
(The Wise Woman) knew exactly
what she was thinking; but it was
one thing to understand the
princess, and quite another to
make the princess understand
her: that would require time
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 32).

The Wise Woman responds to
Rosamond’s sullen lack of cooperation
by repeating what actions she requires
from Rosamond.
In order to ‘reinscribe the
behaviour’(McNay 176, 86,87), the Wise
Woman provides an incentive, in the
initial instance, food. Each time
Rosamond chooses to act upon the
instruction of the Wise Woman, she
rejects her former mode of narrating
herself to herself from a self-centred
perspective and begins to look at herself
more critically. By reconstructing
Rosamond’s narrative self the Wise
Woman allows her to assess the result
of her own construct from a different,
critical, perspective, which brings us to
the question:
Does Rosamond have a choice in her
future identity construct?

In order to answer this question
I will examine the part played by
increasing self-knowledge and personal
will, given the strength of influence
employed by the Wise Woman in
shaping Rosamond’s perception of
herself.
Before Rosamond is in a
position to make any choices, the Wise
5

The Wise Woman as an Agent of Identity · Rachel Johnson

Woman teaches her what an alternative
to her own perceived freedom to do as
she liked might look like, and what
consequences it might have. In
providing an alternative way of looking
at the world, the Wise Woman is
framing freedom to choose in the
Spinozan sense of recognising that
‘emotions and desires…
are …
transformable’ (MacIntyre 145), that, as
MacIntyre in his discussion of Spinoza
writes, ‘that transformation is … to
being agents, from being those whose
lives are determined by factors of which
they are unaware (in Rosamond’s case
this factor was her own self-will ) to
being those who are molded by
themselves’ (MacIntyre 145), that is,
making their own choice.
Rosamond has already learnt
that getting what one wants does not
constitute freedom, for before her
encounter with the Wise Woman,
She became more and more
peevish and fretful every day –
dissatisfied
not
only
with
what she had, but with
all that was around her,
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 8)

Rosamond is regarded by the
Wise Woman as subject to the
individuality conferred by modernity
and treats her as
a unique, conscious, responsible,
discrete,
bounded, coherent,
choosing,
acting
individual
equipped with a personal
conscience
…
a
subject
simultaneously of freedom… and
of responsibility (Rose 301).
Agnes the Shepherd’s Daughter

In order to demonstrate
Rosamond’s choice throughout the
procedure, I need to briefly place the
parallel journey of Agnes, the
shepherd’s
daughter
against
Rosamond’s progress. Agnes’ behaviour
provides insight into the amount of

freedom and responsibility given to
Rosamond by mapping the contrasting
reactions and choices of Agnes, against
those of Rosamond.
Agnes is conceited and selfcentered. This is how she appeared to
those around her, with the exception of
her parents, in whose eyes she could do
no wrong. The Wise Woman saw her
inside personality:
….. her worm had a face and shape
the very image of her own; and
she looked so simpering, and
mawkish, and self-conscious, and
silly, that she made the wise
woman
feel
rather
sick.
(MacDonald The Wise Woman: A
Parable and Gutta Percha Willie:
The Working Genius 53,54)

Efforts to persuade Agnes to
become self-aware to the point of
change are also strong, but she resists.
She is only able to perceive her position
from
her
own
enclosed
selfcenteredness rather than becoming selfaware enough to see herself as others
see her. Despite the apparent
classlessness of the definition of ‘true
princesshood’, Agnes’ position at the
end of the story raises a question
related to Northrop Frye’s ‘blood will
tell’ discussion (Frye 161) mentioned
earlier. Although there is no space to
examine the reasons for Agnes’
rejection of the Wise Woman in this
paper, a continuation might address
such questions as ‘Was it because as a
commoner she was too dense,
unimaginative and insensitive to step
beyond herself and her own conceit?’
It is however, Agnes’ choices
that foreground Rosamond’s ability to
choose.
Conclusion

In this brief investigation into
the Wise Woman as an agent of identity
I have established that Rosamond is a
‘co-constructer of identity’ (Schachter
and Marshall 71) in that she chooses to
cooperate with the Wise Woman’s effort
to reconstruct her identity in terms of
6
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true princesshood. The Wise Woman is
the authority who ’shapes and guides’
(Rose 300) Rosamond’s way of being
human.
Nevertheless,
Rosamond’s
choice to recognise and operate within
an alternative narrative unity means she
is not ‘free’ in a post-modern sense, to
potentially build her life as ‘a personal
narrative of self-determination’ (Rose
303) without reference to her context.
Working within the Aristotelian concept
of the ‘narrative unity of life’, she
chooses to return to her place in society
and live out her new-found identity
whilst herself becoming an agent in the
transformation of her parents.
Rosamond’s story (or is it the
Wise Woman’s?) ends with a beginning,
which is characteristic of MacDonald’s
work and places this potentially cyclical
story within a mythical chronotope
(Nikolajeva). This of course is GMD’s
didactic intention, that the truth as
contained in myth will transfigure the
reader’s
own
story.
(For
an
investigation of reader ‘transfiguration’
see (Pridmore)).
Rosamond is poised to continue
the practices she has learnt from the
Wise Woman in the education of her
parents. At the end of the story,
Rosamond’s parents are being prepared
for their own journey to the Wise
Woman:

The main points of the narrative
are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Princess Rosamond is born
Her behaviour worsens
The Wise Woman is sent for
The Wise Woman carries Rosamond
away
Rosamond begins to respond to Wise
Woman
The shepherd’s daughter Agnes is
introduced
Rosamond is placed in Agnes’s home
Rosamond’s education is from the
shepherd, his wife and ‘dog’ (the dog
is the Wise Woman’s agent)
Agnes is placed in palace kitchen
Rosamond returns to palace. She is
on the way to becoming a ‘true
princess’
Agnes returns to country with her
mother
Her father, the shepherd goes with
the Wise Woman
Rosamond becomes an agent of
identity (with the Wise Woman) in
re-constructing her parents’ identity

“My child”, she said, “I shall never
be far from you. Come to me when
you will. Bring them to me.”
Rosamond smiled … but kept her
place by her parents (MacDonald
The Wise Woman: A Parable and
Gutta Percha Willie: The Working
Genius 142).
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Casting Truth in an Imaginary World:
The Intertwining of Reason and Imagination
Sharon Kotapish

As you read this paper, please
keep the two following questions in mind.
Did C. S. Lewis deliberately turn from the
world of reason and abandon rational
argument when he wrote the Chronicles of
Narnia? Or did Lewis gravitate toward the
world of imaginative fiction because he
thought story might be the best way to
communicate certain kinds of truth?
First of all, I will discuss several
views that people have about why Lewis
wrote the imaginative stories in the
Chronicles. I will also share some insights
that Lewis himself has given about why
and how he wrote the Chronicles.
I will then divert from Lewis and
discuss the literary genre of story in
general and consider how story is used in
the Bible. I will specifically contrast the
teaching styles used by Jesus and the
Apostle Paul.
Next, I will return to Lewis and
give examples of how reason and
imagination are intertwined in his
nonfiction as well as in his fiction. Finally,
I will conclude by presenting passages
from Lewis’ overtly Christian nonfiction
writings followed by passages from the
fairy tales of Narnia to show how the
themes and ideas in his nonfiction are
reflected in the fictional tales of Narnia.
Scholars sometimes speculate that
Lewis gave up his interest in apologetics
and turned from the world of reason to
the world of imagination when he wrote
the Chronicles of Narnia. In his biography
of Lewis, A. N. Wilson suggests that Lewis’

confidence in rational argument was
shaken by a debate he had in 1948 with
Elizabeth Anscombe, a professor of
philosophy. Wilson conjectures that
Anscombe’s criticism of the third chapter
of Lewis’ book Miracles was so
devastating to him that he lost his
confidence
in
rational
argument,
abandoned apologetics, and turned to
writing imaginative stories (1990, pp.
213-215).
Similarly,
George
Sayer,
a
personal associate of Lewis, contends that
Lewis was severely humiliated by the loss
of this debate. Sayer relates that Lewis
confided in him that he could never write
another apologetic book such as Miracles
(1988, pp. 186-187)—which, in fact,
Lewis never did.
But Lewis did not abandon
apologetic argument altogether after the
debate. He went on to write several
essays on apologetics, and he also revised
the third chapter of Miracles for a new
edition that was published in 1960. The
idea that Lewis gave up on Christian
apologetics after losing the debate has
come to be known as the “Anscombe
legend” (Reppert, 2003, p. 16).
Michael Ward, in his book Planet
Narnia, suggests that the debate may have
triggered the writing of the fanciful
stories in the Chronicles, but he maintains
that the stories were a deliberate
engagement with Anscombe’s critique of
Lewis’ theology rather than a retreat from
it (2008, p. 4).
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Lewis does give us some insight
into why he wrote the Narnia fairy tales.
In a letter written in the mid-fifties, he
says that it was the “imaginative man” in
him that gave rise to his writing the tales
of Narnia for children (Schakel, 1984, p.
158). Lewis tells us that the reason he
wrote fairy tales was because the fairy
tale seemed to be the ideal form for what
he had to say (1982, p. 47). He goes on to
relate how he thought that stories could
help him get past certain inhibitions that
had paralyzed much of his own religion
during his childhood and that by casting
truth in an imaginary world, Christian
beliefs could be revealed for the first time
in their real power (1982, p. 47).
Lewis states that he is not sure
why in a certain year of his life he felt that
he must write a “fairy tale addressed to
children . . . or burst” (1982, p. 37), but he
does tell us that the only legitimate reason
he would choose to write a children’s
story would be if he believed that a
children’s story was the best art form for
something he had to say (1982, p. 32).
Having said that, Lewis points out that he
does not refer to the Narnia stories as
“children’s stories;” rather he calls them
“fairy tales” (1982, p. 47). He goes on to
explain that he wrote the Chronicles “for
children” only in the sense that he
excluded things he thought they would
not like or understand, but that he never
intended to write “below adult attention”
(1982, p. 47).
Lewis also gives some hints as to
how he wrote the fairy tales of Narnia. All
seven of the Narnia books began with
Lewis seeing pictures in his head. The
first picture of a faun carrying an
umbrella and some packages in a snowy
woodland had been in his mind since he
was about sixteen. Lewis says that he
doesn’t know where the picture came
from, but that when he was about forty
years old he decided to write a story
about it (1982, p. 53).
Later, further pictures emerged: a
queen on a sledge, a magnificent lion.

Lewis explains that, at first, there was
nothing Christian about these pictures
and that the accord” (1982, p. 46). Lewis
recounts that he did not set out to say
certain things about Christianity to
children when writing the Narnia stories
(1982, p. 46). Rather, he believed that the
moral or outward meaning of the stories
would rise from whatever spiritual roots
he had succeeded in establishing during
the course of his life (1982, p. 41).
The fairy tales of Narnia fall into
the broader literary genre of story, which
can be defined as a true or fictitious
narrative. It would seem that Lewis had a
very high view of story, as he refers to
Christianity as a “story of how the rightful
king has landed” (1952, p. 46). He also
refers to the story of Christ as a myth like
any other myth, “but with this
tremendous difference that it really
happened” (Hooper, Ed., 1979, p. 427).
Alan Jacobs contends that story played an
important role in Lewis’ conversion to
Christianity, which Jacobs describes as
“learning to read a story the right way”
rather than “through accepting a
particular set of arguments” (2005, p.
238).
Stories—both
fiction
and
nonfiction—are a compelling way of
expressing truth and offering moments of
epiphany to readers. William Barclay
contends that “very few people are
capable of grasping a purely abstract
truth” (1976, p. 95). Stories can often say
with conciseness and simplicity what it
would take a full-length philosophical
treatise to convey. Marilyn Chandler
McEntyre goes so far as to claim that
“there are certain kinds of understanding
that we have no access to except by
means of story” (2009, p. 113).
The Bible is a wonderful example
of the use of story to help people access
understanding. It is full of fascinating
nonfiction stories about real people that
give historical accounts of their lives. Luci
Shaw points out that the “Bible doesn’t
teach theology systematically. It tells
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stories. It chronicles human failures and
triumphs, it voices lament and
celebration” (Shaw, 2007, p. 62). The
Gospels tell us about the life of Jesus with
powerful stories about his birth, death,
and resurrection.
But the Bible also contains many
stories of fiction, with the Gospels
recounting the fictional stories that Jesus
told. When discussing the power of
stories in his book God’s Word in Human
Words, Kenton Sparks asserts that “fiction
is a perfectly suitable genre for conveying
truth about reality” (2008, p. 216). Jesus
was a master at using fictional stories,
known as parables, to convey truth.
Sparks goes so far as to contend that
“Jesus’ preferred genre for conveying
truth was fiction” (2008, p. 215).
Consider the fictional story of the
Parable of the Good Samaritan as told by
Jesus in Luke 10. If this story were a
factual account, it would tell us about a
certain man who was attacked by
robbers, about the lack of concern of two
particular Jews, and about a better
Samaritan. The story would be about one
historical incident. But since the story is a
parable, it becomes something completely
different. It becomes instead a kind of
archetype, capturing the essence of all
real-life examples about a person being
neighbor to someone in need and of
people failing to love a neighbor in
distress.
Jesus is often thought of as a
wonderful storyteller in contrast to the
Apostle Paul, who is often thought of as a
conceptual theologian who taught by
using various rhetorical devices of
argumentation. However, Kenneth Bailey
sees Jesus as the “major theologian of the
New Testament” (1992, p. 22). In his
book, Jesus Through Middle Eastern Eyes,
Bailey calls Jesus a “metaphorical
theologian” in that rather than using
abstract reasoning, Jesus’ primary
method of teaching theology was by using
figurative language such as the extended
metaphor of the parable (2008, p. 279).

Western discourse usually begins
with a concept or an idea, which is often
illustrated with an example or a story. But
Jesus’ use of parables is typical of Middle
Eastern discourse in which meaning is
created by using a simile, metaphor,
proverb, or parable to refer to something
concrete such as a story set in the
everyday life of the listener (Bailey, 1992,
p. 16).
Bailey maintains that both
metaphor and abstract statements of
truth are “critical to the task of theology”
(2008, p. 280). Both images—such as
story, symbol, and narrative—as well as
abstract propositions are found in
Scripture. For example, many of the
metaphorical teachings in the parables of
Jesus are paralleled in the conceptual
expository teachings of Paul.
In the Parable of the Prodigal Son
told by Jesus in Luke 15, the younger son
comes home destitute and helpless. He
has dishonored his family, and a
traditional Middle Eastern father would
have been expected to be furious and to
have nothing to do with him. But this
father humiliates himself in front of the
whole village by running to his son, as no
Middle Eastern man would ever do
(Bailey, 1992, pp. 143-144). He then
publicly demonstrates his love to his son
by hugging and kissing him before the son
ever has a chance to say a word.
The father’s demonstration of
unexpected love for his undeserving son
parallels Paul’s expository teaching in
Romans 5:8 where Paul states: “God
demonstrates his own love for us in this:
While we were still sinners, Christ died
for us” (NIV). What Jesus says
metaphorically, Paul says conceptually
(Bailey, 1992, pp. 150-151).
In his book Word Pictures, Brian
Godawa reiterates that “much of
imagination involves words, reason and
propositions . . .” and that “words and
images . . . are interdependent concepts
that can be distinguished but not always
separated” (2009, p. 194). Expository
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writing is replete with metaphor, and
good imaginative writing involves reason
and the expression of abstract ideas in
concrete ways. Far from abandoning
reason, Lewis was a master at
intertwining the world of reason and the
world of imagination in his writing.
Lewis’ nonfiction is rich with
metaphor.
For
example,
in
an
unpublished letter, Lewis utilizes vibrant
metaphorical language and tells the
reader to think of death as being like “a
seed patiently wintering in the earth”
(Kilby, 1968, p. 187).
Lewis’ imaginative writing is
permeated with conceptual meaning.
Read the following passage about Uncle
Andrew from Chapter 10 of The
Magician’s Nephew and think about what
conceptual meaning might be hidden in
the story.
And the longer and more
beautifully the lion sang, the harder
Uncle Andrew tried to make himself
believe that he could hear nothing
but roaring. Now the trouble about
trying to make yourself stupider
than you really are is that you very
often succeed. Uncle Andrew did.
He soon did hear nothing but
roaring in Aslan’s song. Soon he
couldn’t have heard anything else
even if he had wanted to.

When reading about Uncle Andrew not
being able to hear Aslan’s beautiful
singing, I was reminded of Jesus quoting a
passage from Isaiah 6 that says that
people “will be ever hearing but never
understanding” because their hearts have
“become calloused” (Matthew 13:14a,
15a).
It is significant to note that Lewis
is the top-selling religious author in the
Czech Republic, one of the most atheistic
countries in the world, (Hosek, n.d., p. 1).
Pavel Hosek, of the Evangelical
Theological
Seminary
in
Prague,
attributes Lewis’ popularity to the
distinctiveness of his literary style—that

of using literary genres such as poetic
language, symbolism, myth, science
fiction, and the novel, which are rarely
found in Christian apologetics (n.d., p. 1).
Hosek conjectures that “Lewis the
apologist is at the same time a poet”
employing “intuition, imagination and
emotion just as much as reason and logic”
(n.d., p. 4). Hosek maintains that by
“resymbolising and even remythologising
the story of salvation, Lewis penetrated
through the protective layers of
contemporary readers and allowed the
Gospel to be heard in a fresh, unexpected
way” (n.d., p. 4).
The following passages from
Lewis’ writing illustrate how the themes
and ideas found in his overtly Christian
nonfiction are reflected in the fictional
tales of Narnia. Enjoy the passages as you
read them—first a passage from one of
Lewis’ nonfiction works followed by a
fictional passage from the Chronicles. I
hope that your understanding and
appreciation of these passages will be
deepened by reading them together in
this way.
Absolute Goodness

From Mere Christianity, Book 1, Chapter 5
God is the only comfort, He is also
the supreme terror: the thing we
most need and the thing we most
want to hide from. . . . Some people
talk as if meeting the gaze of
absolute goodness would be fun.
They need to think again. They are
still only playing with religion.
Goodness is either the great safety
or the great danger—according to
the way you react to it.

From The Lion, the Witch and the
Wardrobe, Chapter 8
“Is—is he a man?” asked Lucy.
“Aslan a man!” said Mr Beaver
sternly. “Certainly not. I tell you he
is the King of the wood and the son

5

Casting Truth in an Imaginary World · Sharon Kotapish

of the great Emperor-beyond-theSea. Don’t you know who is the
King of Beasts? Aslan is a lion—the
Lion, the great Lion.”
“Ooh!” said Susan, “I’d thought
he was a man. Is he—quite safe? I
shall feel rather nervous about
meeting a lion.”
“That you will, dearie, and no
mistake,” said Mrs Beaver, “if
there’s anyone who can appear
before Aslan without their knees
knocking, they’re either braver than
most or else
just silly.”
“Then he isn’t safe?” said Lucy.
“Safe?” said Mr Beaver; “don’t
you hear what Mrs Beaver tells
you? Who said anything about safe?
’Course he isn’t safe. But he’s good.
He’s the King, I tell you.”

Because nobody called me and
Scrubb, you know. It was we who
asked to come here. Scrubb said we
were to call to—to Somebody—it
was a name I wouldn’t know—and
perhaps the Somebody would let us
in. And we did, and then we found
the door open.”
“You would not have called to
me unless I had been calling to
you,” said the Lion.
On Being Remade

From God in the Dock: Essays on Theology
and Ethics, Chapter 12

The Call of God

From Mere Christianity, Book 4, Chapter 3
When you come to knowing God,
the initiative lies on His side. If He
does not show Himself, nothing you
can do will enable you to find Him.

From Mere Christianity, Book 4, Chapter 9

From The Problem of Pain, Chapter 3

But to know it (God’s love) as a love
in which we were primarily the
wooers and God the wooed, in
which we sought and He was found,
in which His conformity to our
needs, not ours to His, came first,
would be to know it in a form false
to the very nature of things. For we
are only creatures. . . . Our highest
activity must be response, not
initiative.

From

The

Silver

Chair,

Chapter

“Speak your thought, Human
Child,” said the Lion.
“I was wondering—I mean—
could there be some mistake?

We are to be re-made. All the rabbit
in us is to disappear—the worried,
conscientious, ethical rabbit as well
as the cowardly and sensual rabbit.
We shall bleed and squeal as the
handfuls of fur come out; and then,
surprisingly,
we
shall
find
underneath it all a thing we have
never yet imagined: a real Man, an
ageless god, a son of God, strong,
radiant, wise, beautiful, and
drenched in joy.

If we let him . . . He will make the
feeblest and filthiest of us into a god
or goddess, a dazzling, radiant,
immortal creature, pulsating all
through with such energy and joy
and wisdom and love as we cannot
now imagine, . . . The process will
be long and in parts very painful,
but that is what we are in for.
Nothing less.”

2

From The Voyage of the Dawn Treader,
Chapter
7
“Then the lion said, . . . ‘You will
have to let me undress you.’ I was
afraid of his claws, I can tell you,
but I was pretty nearly desperate
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now. So I just lay flat down on my
back to let him do it.
“The very first tear he made
was so deep that I thought it had
gone right into my heart. And when
he began pulling the skin off, it hurt
worse than anything I’ve ever felt. . .
“Well, he peeled the beastly
stuff right off—just as I thought I’d
done it myself the other three
times, only they hadn’t hurt—and
there it was lying on the grass: only
ever so much thicker, and darker,
and more knobbly-looking than the
others had been. And there I was as
smooth and soft as a peeled switch .
...
“After a bit the lion took me out
and dressed me . . . in new clothes—
the same I’ve got on now, as a
matter of fact.”
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The Development of J.R.R. Tolkien’s Ideas on Fairy-storiesi
Paul E. Michelson
Huntington University

I. INTRODUCTION
In 1938, J. R. R. Tolkien was asked
on very short notice if he would give the
1939 Andrew Lang Lecture at the
University of St Andrews in Scotland.
Rather surprisingly (Tolkien was a
notoriously slow and perfectionistic
writer), he agreed and—motivated by the
pressures of a deadline and a creative dry
spell as he labored over a potential sequel
to
The
Hobbit—he
systematically
elaborated his thoughts on Fairy-stories
for the first time.
Tolkien had, of course, been
thinking about and discussing "myth"
with his friend and colleague C. S. Lewis
for more than a decade, including an early
1930s poem on "Mythopoeia"—the
making of myths, written after a late night
discussion with Lewis about the purpose
of myth that was a crucial step in Lewis's
conversion to Christianity.ii However, in
Tolkien's thought, "myths" and "Fairystories" are different. As he was to point
out in the Lang lecture, Fairy-stories are
"a new form, in which man is become a
creator or sub-creator." Put another way,
since "fantasy is one of the functions of
the Fairy Tale...what is normal and has
become trite [is] seen suddenly from a
new angle: and...man becomes subcreator."iii
Characteristically, Tolkien had
had an earlier opportunity to discuss the
subject when he was invited to give a
lecture on Fairy-stories at Worcester

College, Oxford in January 1938 following
the publication of The Hobbit. But when
the time came, "in lieu of a paper 'on' fairy
stories", Tolkien read a revised and
expanded ("about 50% longer") version
of his story Farmer Giles of Ham.iv
The importance and significance
of the Lang lecture was clear to Tolkien as
he looked back. It was "written," he told
us in 1964, "in the same period (193839), when The Lord of the Rings was
beginning to unroll itself and to unfold
prospects of labour and exploration in yet
unknown country as daunting to me as to
the hobbits. At about that time we had
reached Bree, and I had then no more
notion than they had of what was to
become of Gandalf or who Strider was;
and I had begun to despair of surviving to
find out."v
The truth of the matter, as he
wrote to his publisher in 1938, was that
"The sequel to The Hobbit has
remained where it stopped. It has
lost my favour and I have no idea
what to do with it. For one thing
the original Hobbit was never
intended to have a sequel...I am
really very sorry: for my own sake
as well as yours I would like to
produce
something....I
hope
inspiration and the mood will
return. It is not for lack of wooing
that it holds aloof. But my wooing
of late has been perforce
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intermittent. The Muses do not like
such half-heartedness."vi

Part of the problem, Tolkien later
wrote to W. H. Auden, was that he had
made the mistake of tailoring The Hobbit
to children: "It was unhappily really
meant, as far as I was conscious, as a
'children's story', and as I had not learned
sense then, and my children were not
quite old enough to correct me, it has
some of the sillinesses of manner caught
unthinkingly from the kind of stuff I had
had served me....I deeply regret them. So
do intelligent children."vii
Thus, as he put it in yet another
letter,
"I had not freed myself from the
contemporary delusions about
'fairy-stories' and children. I had to
think about it, however, before I
gave an 'Andrew Lang' lecture at St
Andrews On Fairy-stories; and I
must say I think the result was
entirely beneficial to The Lord of the
Rings, which was a practical
demonstration of the view that I
expressed. It was not written 'for
children', or for any kind of person
in particular, but for itself."viii

Verlyn Flieger and Douglas
Anderson summarize: "The lecture On
Fairy-stories came at a critical juncture in
Tolkien's creative development.
It
marked the transition between his two
best-known works, but it also functioned
as the bridge connecting them, facilitating
the perceptible improvement in tone and
treatment from one to the other."ix
Tolkien was also becoming quite
frustrated and more than a little peeved
with being pigeon-holed as a "children's
writer."
"It remains a sad fact that
adults writing fairy stories for
adults are not popular with
publishers or booksellers. They
have to find a niche. To call their
works fairy-tales places them at

once as juvenilia; but if a glance at
their contents show that will not
do, then where are you? There is
what is called a 'marketing
problem'. Uncles and aunts can be
persuaded to buy Fairy Tales (when
classed as Juvenilia) for their
nephews and nieces, or under the
pretence of it. But, alas, there is no
class Senilia from which nephews
and nieces could choose books for
Uncles and Aunts with uncorrupted
tastes."x

Finally, and obviously, the Lang
lecture was significant since it provided
the core for Tolkien's continuing interest
in a subject that eventually appeared as
his seminal essay "On Fairy-stories."
II. THE ANDREW LANG LECTURE,
ST ANDREWS UNIVERSITY, 1939

The lecture was named for
Andrew
Lang
(1844-1912),
the
pioneering collector of twelve volumes of
the "colour " fairy tale books between
1889 and 1910.
St Andrews had
originally proposed Gilbert Murray for
the 1938-1939 lecture, Hugh Macmillan
for 1939-1940, and Tolkien for 19401941. Neither Murray nor Macmillan
were able to give the 1938-1939 lecture,
so in October 1938, Tolkien was asked if
he would step in. He agreed and on
November 25, 1938, the appointments of
Tolkien (1938-1939), Murray (19391940), and Macmillan (1940-1941) were
announced. In February 1939, Tolkien
suggested March 8, 1939 as the date for
the lecture, which was accepted.xi
The lecture, delivered under the
title "Fairy Stories,"xii raised three
questions:
"What are Fairy-stories?
What is their origin? What is the use of
These questions were dealt
them?"xiii
with in a magisterial sweep that could be
said to have done for Fairy-stories what
Tolkien's 1936 British Academy lecture
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on "Beowulf" did for the study of early
English literature.xiv
After debunking the idea that
Fairy-stories are about beings of
diminutive size, Tolkien's response to the
first question was that Fairy-stories "are
not generally 'stories about fairies', but
about Faery—stories covering all of that
land or country which holds many things
beside 'fairies' (of any size), besides elves
or fays or dwarves, witches, or dragons it
holds the sun the moon the sky the earth
and us ourselves. (sic)" Indeed, if one
looked at the collection of Fairy-stories
gathered by Andrew Lang and his wife,
Tolkien pointed out, "the stories about
fairies are few (and the whole poor) but
[are mostly] about men women and
children in the presence of the
marvellous. [sic]"xv
This led Tolkien to suggest that "if
we cannot define a fairy-story positively
we can do [it] negatively." He disqualified
travelers tales (such as Gulliver's Travels)
and beast fables (the Monkey's Heart),
though he did not mention dream stories
such as Alice in Wonderland, as he did in
the 1947 revision.xvi
As for the question of origins,
Tolkien argued (with Dasent) that "we
must be satisfied with the soup that is set
before us and not desire to see the bones
of the ox out of which it has been boiled,"
adding that "By the soup I mean the story
as it is now served to us and by the bones
the analysis of its sources."xvii He could
not resist showing, however, that he was
fully aware of the history of such analyses
and their deficiencies.xviii
As for the third and final
question—the use of Fairy-stories—
Tolkien affirmed that they were not
necessarily written for children, even
though he agreed with Lang that "He who
would enter into the Kingdom of Fairy
should have the heart of a little child."
Tolkien qualified this by noting that "They
may have children's hearts...but they have
also heads."xix He illustrated the dangers
of patronizing children with a personal

anecdote that he wrote for a revision of
the lecture, but wound up omitting in the
1947 essay: "I once received a salutary
lesson. I was walking in a garden with a
small child....I said like a fool: "'Who lives
in that flower?' Sheer insincerity on my
part. 'No one,' replied the child. 'There
are Stamens and a Pistil in there.' He
would have liked to tell me more about it,
but my obvious and quite unnecessary
surprise had shown too plainly that I was
stupid so he did not bother and walked
away."xx
In the lecture, Tolkien also
identified the three faces of Fairy-stories
"the Mystical (towards God divine), the
Magical (towards the world) and the
Critical (towards man in laughter and
tears). Though the essential centre of
fairy-story is the Magical, both of the
other things may be present separately or
together."xxi
What is the use of Fairy-stories?
Tolkien briefly responded: renewal and
escape. With regard to the latter, he
launched his now well-known idea that
"to judge whether escape is good or bad,
weak or strong we must know from what
we are escaping." This is not hard to
understand when one is trying to escape
from a prison.xxii There the lecture ended.
III. ESSAYS PRESENTED TO
CHARLES WILLIAMS, 1947

The usual procedure was for the
Lang Lecture to be published by Oxford
University Press, but this appears to have
been prevented by the outbreak of the
Second World War.
The delay was
fortuitous since it led Tolkien to develop
and expand on his ideas connected with
Fairy-stories. In any case Tolkien seems
to have been revising the lecture since
1943 for independent publication,
principally by converting it into more of
an essay and less of a lecture and by
adding material that he could not include
in a brief lecture. xxiii
4
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This resulted in the 1947
appearance of Tolkien's revised study in
the C. S. Lewis-edited Essays Presented to
Charles Williams, xxiv a work intended
originally as a festschrift for Williams as
he was ending his war-time refuge in
Oxford and preparing to return to Oxford
University Press's Amen House in
London.
Williams' untimely death on
May 15, 1945 converted the tribute into a
memorial.xxv
Though Tolkien was later to
describe the 1947 essay as a publication
of the 1939 essay "with a little
enlargement,"xxvi it was considerably
expanded and modified. This owed in
part, as Tolkien noted, to the fact that the
lecture had been "a shorter form" of his
presentation.xxvii
Nevertheless, there
were important arguments in the 1947
essay that were missing from the 1939
lecture and its fragmentary ms. Several
significant ideas—eucatastrophe, evangelium, secondary world, secondary belief—
did not appear in the lecture, but found
their way into the essay as Tolkien
developed his thoughts.xxviii
Other
concepts
that
were
mentioned in the lecture—such as the
faces of Fairy-stories, sub-creation,xxix
consolation, and the relationship of
fantasy to drama—were augmented in
the essay. For example, in the essay,
Tolkien lightly modified the "faces" of
Fairy-stories. His final formulation now
read "fairy-stories as a whole have three
faces:
the Mystical towards the
Supernatural; the Magical towards
Nature; and the Mirror of scorn and pity
towards man. The essential Face of
Faërie is the middle one, the Magical."xxx
The most prominent of the
additions had to do with Tolkien's new
ideas about Eucatastrophe and the
Supernatural element of Fairy-stories.
Tolkien discussed this in a 1944 letter to
his son, Christopher. He and his wife had
attended church where the priest spoke
about miracles:

"I was deeply moved and had the
peculiar emotion we all have—
though not often. It is quite unlike
any other sensation. And all of a
sudden I realized what it was: the
very thing that I have been trying to
write about and explain—in that
fairy-story essay that I so much
wish you had read....For it I coined
the word 'eucatastrophe': the
sudden happy turn in a story which
pierces you with a joy that brings
tears (which I argued is the highest
function
of
fairy-stories
to
produce)....I concluded by saying
that the Resurrection was the
greatest 'eucatastrophe' possible in
the greatest Fairy Story....Of course
I do not mean that the Gospels tell
what is only a fairy-story; but I do
mean very strongly that they do tell
a fairy-story: the greatest....[In this]
you not only have that sudden
glimpse of the truth...a glimpse that
is actually a ray of light through the
very chinks of the universe about
us."xxxi

This
was
a
major
new
development of Tolkien's approach and
was clearly articulated in the 1947
version of "On Fairy-stories."
The
consolation of happy endings in Fairystories, touched upon briefly in the 1939
lecture,xxxii was now transformed from a
merely "imaginative satisfaction of
ancient desires" into the joy of the
evangelium.xxxiii Tolkien went so far as to
claim that
"Almost would I venture to assert
that all complete fairy-stories must
have it [the Consolation of the
Happy Ending]. At least I would say
that Tragedy is the true form of
drama, its highest function; but the
opposite is true of Fairy-story.xxxiv
Since we do not appear to possess a
word that expresses this opposite—
I will call it Eucatastrophe. The
eucatastrophic tale is the true form
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of the fairy-tale and its highest
function....It does not deny the
existence of dyscatastrophe, of
sorrow and failure: the possibility
of these is necessary to the joy of
deliverance; it denies (in the face of
much evidence, if you will)
universal final defeat and in so far
is evangelium, giving a fleeting
glimpse of Joy, Joy beyond the walls
of the world, poignant as grief."xxxv

In the end, "The Gospels contain a
fairy-story, or a story of a larger kind
which embraces all the essence of fairystories. They contain many marvels...and
among the marvels is the greatest and
most complete conceivable eucatastrophe. The Birth of Christ is the
eucatastrophe of Man's history. The
Resurrection is the eucatastrophe of the
story of the Incarnation. This story
begins and ends in joy."xxxvi
The other major change as lecture
became essay related to Faërie itself.xxxvii
"An essential power of Faërie is," Tolkien
wrote,
"...the
power
of
making
immediately effective by the will the
visions of 'fantasy'....This aspect of
'mythology'—sub-creation, rather than
either representation or symbolic
interpretation of the beauties and terrors
of the world—is, I think, too little
considered. Is that because it is seen
rather in Faërie than upon Olympus?" In
the 18th and 19th centuries, Faërie was
thought to be derived from Myth, and
was, therefore, a kind of "lower
mythology" as compared to "higher
mythology". As Myth dwindled down, "it
became folk-tales, Märchen, fairystories...." Tolkien responded: "That
would seem to be the truth almost upside
down."
Tolkien illustrated this with
Thórr, who
"must...be reckoned a member of
the
higher
aristocracy
of
mythology: one of the rulers of the
world. Yet the tale that is told of

him...in the Elder Edda...is certainly
just a fairy-story....If we could go
backwards in time, the fairy-story
might be found to change in details,
or to give way to other tales. But
there would always be a 'fairy-tale'
as long as there was any Thórr.
When the fairy-tale ceased, there
would be just thunder, which no
human ear had yet heard."xxxviii

Much the same could be said about King
Arthur, who for us is historical, mythical,
and of Faërie simultaneously. xxxix
All of this is part of what Tolkien
called the Pot of Soup, the Cauldron of
Story. The Cauldron contains all the
elements of story: history, myth, and
Fairy-story.
Indeed, "History often
resembles 'Myth,' because they are both
ultimately of the same stuff....They have
been put into the Cauldron, where so
many potent things lie simmering agelong
on the fire..."xl
By 1947, Tolkien had become
even more convinced that Faërie could
not be defined so much as experienced:
"Faërie cannot be caught in a net of
words; for it is one of its qualities is to be
indescribable, though not imperceptible.
It has many ingredients, but analysis will
not necessarily discover the secret of the
whole."xli
But it can be caught in story.
Recall Sam Gamgee's query at a trying
moment in The Lord of the Rings:
"I wonder if we shall ever be put
into songs or tales. We're in one, of
course; but I mean: put into words,
you know, told by the fireside, or
read out of a great big book with
red and black letters, years and
years afterward. And people will
say: 'Let's hear about Frodo and the
Ring!' And they'll say: 'Yes, that's
one of my favourite stories. Frodo
was very brave, wasn't he, dad?'
'Yes, my boy, the famousest of The
Hobbits, and that's saying a lot.'"
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"'It's saying a lot too much,' said
Frodo, and he laughed, a long clear
laugh from his heart. Such a sound
had not been heard in those places
since Sauron came to Middle-earth.
To Sam suddenly it seemed as if all
the stones were listening and the
tall rocks learning over them. But
Frodo did not hear them; he
laughed again."—even though he
realized "You and I, Sam , are still
stuck in the worst places of the
story..."xlii

essay?

Tolkien's own summary of the

"If adults are to read fairy-stories as
a natural branch of literature...what
are the values and functions of this
kind?...First of all: if written with
art, the prime value of fairy-stories
will simply be that value which, as
literature, they share with other
literary forms. But fairy-stories
offer also, in a peculiar degree or
mode, these things:
Fantasy,
Recovery, Escape, Consolation
[including the Eucatastrophe], all
things which children have, as a
rule, less need than older people.
Most of them are nowadays very
commonly considered to be bad for
anybody."xliii

The essay concludes with six
pages of significant notes which elaborate
important points or add details that
Tolkien had to omit in the lecture. xliv
IV. TREE AND LEAF (1964)
AND AFTER

For many years, Essays Presented
to Charles Williams was the only available
exposition of Tolkien's ideas on Fairystories. Much to Tolkien's annoyance, by
1955 Oxford University Press had
"infuriatingly let it go out of print, though
it is now in demand—and my only copy
has been stolen."xlv As a result, Allen and

Unwin now proposed re-publication of
"On Fairy-stories" in 1964 as part of a
"new" book, entitled Tree and Leaf, which
included revised versions of the Lang
Lecture/essay and of Tolkien's quasiautobiographical allegory, "Leaf by
Niggle."xlvi
The changes between 1947 and
1964 are carefully catalogued by Flieger
and Anderson, who identify "substantial
revisions to at least two passages, and a
host of lesser revisions at the sentence
level..." including the addition of
subheadings that make the argument
easier to follow.xlvii The key changes
appear in the initial paragraphs of the
essay, which are less diffident in tone, and
where Faërie now appears prominently in
the second sentence instead of several
pages later.
Flieger and Anderson
attribute these changes to Tolkien's
increased confidence in his art and his
conception of Fairy-stories, showing "the
ongoing development of his vision" while
making "the trajectory of Tolkien's
thinking clear."xlviii
Tree and Leaf was followed by the
September 1966 American publication of
a mass market paperback book called The
Tolkien Reader, a rather obvious ploy to
capitalize on the tidal wave of Tolkien's
popularity, which was reaching tsunami
proportions especially in the United
States.xlix Unfortunately, "the text [of 'On
Fairy-stories'] is a poor one," Flieger and
Anderson tell us, "with numerous
typographical errors...that are not only
incorrect but also misleading. There is no
evidence that Tolkien undertook any
This is
revisions for this edition."l
unfortunate, given that The Tolkien
Reader was and is still the most widely
available source for "On Fairy-stories."
One other major problem created
by both Tree and Leaf and The Tolkien
Reader was that juxtapositioning the
essay On Fairy-stories and "Leaf by
Niggle" gave the false impression that the
latter was a working out in fictional form
of the precepts of the former. This
7
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"mythconception" was fostered by
Tolkien's "Introduction" to Tree and Leaf
which blithely informed readers that
"Though one is an 'essay' and the other is
a 'story', they are related: by the symbol
of the Tree and Leaf, and by both touching
in different ways on what is called in the
essay 'sub-creation". Also they were
written in the same period (19381939)..."li
This is misleading at best because
"Leaf by Niggle" is an allegory and, as
readers familiar with Tolkien should
know, allegory has no place in Faërie.
Tolkien made this plain in a 1957 letter:
"There is no 'symbolism' or conscious
allegory in my story. Allegory...is wholly
foreign to my way of thinking." However,
"That there is no allegory does not, of
course, say there is no applicability.
There always is."lii The real "example"
story was actually Tolkien's 1967 work
Smith of Wooton Major, which he had
written between 1964 and 1967.liii
The third editionliv of "On Fairystories" appeared in 1983, when
Christopher Tolkien collected and edited
several of Tolkien's essays under the title
The Monsters and The Critics.lv The only
changes were to correct editorial errors.
This was followed in 2008 with Verlyn
Flieger and Douglas A. Anderson's
Expanded edition with commentary and
notes (London: HarperCollins, 2008).
The text of Tolkien's now-classic essay
follows the 1983 Christopher Tolkien
edition. The volume also includes all of
the surviving manuscript materials
related to "On Fairy-stories" and extensive
notes and commentary. Unfortunately,
the scholarly nature of this volume and
the fact that it was published only in
Great Britain and only in hardback, makes
it unlikely that it will get the use it
deserves.
The 1947 essay, as subsequently
modified/edited, was not, however,
Tolkien's last word On Fairy-stories. Late
in life, he wrote a piece to illustrate his
ideas On Fairy-stories called Smith of

Wootton Major. This story was the
product of an unlikely chain of events,
beginning in 1964 with a request from a
publisher for a preface to a new edition of
George MacDonald's The Golden Key. The
project was eventually shelved, but the
ms. of Tolkien's draft preface remains as
does a note by Tolkien to Clyde Kilby
dealing with the MacDonald edition and
the genesis of the subsequent story. All of
these were published by Verlyn Flieger in
the 2005 Extended Edition of Smith of
Wootton Major.lvi
Tolkien related to Kilby that he
was glad in the end that the MacDonald
project collapsed because his re-reading
of MacDonald had reminded him of why
MacDonald "critically filled me with
distaste."lvii However, as he worked on
the preface, Tolkien "found it necessary to
deal with the term 'fairy'—always
necessary nowadays whether talking to
children or adults..."lviii
Tolkien's draft was a condensed
version of some of his key ideas On Fairystories and as such provides a convenient
terminus to this account of the
development of his ideas. "If a thing is
called a 'fairy tale', the first point to note
is 'tale'," Tolkien wrote, defending the
legitimacy of Fairy-stories as a form of
literature.lix He followed this by pointing
out how "fairy" was often "misused" to
identify a story as "specially suitable for
children."lx
Next, Tolkien noted that "fairy"
itself is often misunderstood. It was once
a
'big
word',
including
many
marvellous things, but it has in
ordinary use dwindled, so that I
suppose to many people 'fairy' now
means first of all a little
creature....But 'fairy tales' are not
just stories in which imaginary
creatures of this kind appear. Many
do not mention them at all. In
many others where they do appear
(such as The Golden Key) they are
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not important....the truth is that
fairy did not originally mean a
'creature' at all, small or large. It
meant enchantment or magic, and
the enchanted world or country in
which marvellous people lived,
great and small, with strange
powers of mind and will for good
and evil. There all things were
wonderful: earth, water, air, and
fire, and all living and growing
things, beasts and birds, and trees
and herbs were strange and
dangerous, for they had hidden
powers and were more than they
seemed to be to mortal eyes....The
Fairy Queen was not a queen
shaped like a little fairy, but the
Queen of Fairy, a great and
dangerous
person,
however
beautiful, Queen of the enchanted
world and all its people. A fairy tale
is a tale about that world..." lxi

Tolkien's
1964
manuscript
concluded: "This could be put into a
'short story' like this. There was once a
cook, and he thought of making a cake for
a children's party. his chief notion was
that it must be very sweet, and he meant
to cover it all over with sugar-icing..."lxii
Though the ms. breaks off here, we all
recognize that this story is an early draft
of Smith of Wootton Major.lxiii
The story is noteworthy as a
deliberate application by Tolkien of his
ideas concerning Fairy-stories and repays
a thoughtful reading.
If Tolkien's
publishers were interested in the further
dissemination of Tolkien's revolution on
Fairy-stories, it would be well if this story
was combined with the essay on Fairystories into a single mass market
paperback.
V. CONCLUSIONS

The Lang lecture and its further
development were important in a number
of ways. Tolkien's efforts to come up with

a sequel to The Hobbit had been fruitless,
as he told Auden, since he "was not
prepared to write a 'sequel', in the sense
of another children's story." Through the
Lang lecture, Tolkien came to see
"that the connexion in the modern
mind between children and 'fairy
stories' is false and accidental, and
spoils the stories in themselves and
for children. I wanted to try and
write one that was not addressed to
children at all (as such); also I
wanted a large canvas. A lot of
labour was naturally involved, since
I had to make a linkage with The
Hobbit; but still more with the
background mythology That had to
be re-written as well."lxiv

Once he had clarified in his mind the
essentials of Fairy-stories in preparing
the Lang Lecture, the road forward from
Bree was opened up.
In the process, Flieger and
Anderson write, "Tolkien established
positive criteria by which fairy-stories—
and by extension his own developing kind
of
fantasy
literature—could
be
evaluated." At the same time, "He built up
a working vocabulary for the craft of
fantasy that could be used in its criticism,
developing such terms as sub-creation,
Secondary World, Faërie, inner consistency
of reality, Cauldron of Story, the Soup."lxv
Finally, "The progress of 'On Fairy-stories'
from lecture to published and twice rerepublished essay is an index of Tolkien's
developing
views
and
continuing
engagement with the subject."lxvi
The net result was to give
imaginative
fantasy
literature
respectability. It seems safe to say that far
fewer people today think that Fairystories are primarily for children, that
escapism is always bad, and that adults
shouldn't be interested in fantasy
literature.lxvii At the same time, Tolkien's
ideas about Faërie, sub-creation, and
Eucatastrophe
have
developed
a
9
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considerable degree of currency in a wide
reading and writing public.lxviii
J. R. R. Tolkien was a master
storyteller. His Lord of the Rings was, as
C. S. Lewis put it, "like lightning from a
clear sky."lxix I think it is no exaggeration
to say that Tolkien's "On Fairy-stories"
was also like lightning, flashing over the
story-telling landscape and continuing to
have revolutionary potential for literary
work of the present and future. At the
same time, Tolkien warned us not to over
analyze the subject:
"Faërie is a perilous land, and in it
are pitfalls for the unwary and
dungeons for the overbold....In that
realm a man may, perhaps, count
himself
fortunate
to
have
wandered, but its very richness and
strangeness tie the tongue of a
traveller who would report them.
And while he is there it is
dangerous for him to ask too many
questions, lest the gates should be
shut and the keys be lost."lxx

Notes
i In what follows, I will use "Fairy-stories" to
indicate what Tolkien is talking about, which
was the final title of his work. He was not
always consistent on what to call such stories,
as will appear below in various quotations.
Flieger and Anderson's expert edition of J. R.
R. Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition
with commentary and notes edited by Verlyn
Flieger and Douglas A. Anderson (London:
HarperCollins, 2008), which publishes the
"definitive" version of the now-classic essay
along with relevant manuscripts, was
indispensable for the task that follows.

C. S. Lewis to Arthur Greeves, October 18,
1931, in C. S. Lewis, Collected Letters. Volume
I: Family Letters, 1905-1931 edited by Walter
Hooper (London: HarperCollins, 2000), pp.
975-977. See also Humphrey Carpenter,
Tolkien. A Biography (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1977), pp. 146-148. "Mythopoeia"
was eventually published by Christopher
Tolkien in J. R. R. Tolkien, Tree and Leaf,
second edition edited by Christopher Tolkien
(London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), pp. 97-101.
For discussion, see Christina Scull and Wayne
G. Hammond, The J. R. R. Tolkien Companion:
Vol. II: Reader's Guide (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 2006), pp. 620-622.

ii

A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
2008, pp. 181, 192. Since Tolkien spoke and
wrote of the realm of "Faërie", one wonders
why he didn't call them "Faërie-stories". See
Verlyn Flieger's note on Tolkien's
"idiosyncratic" uses of "Fairy>Faëry>
Fayery>Faery," in J. R. R. Tolkien, Smith of
Wooton Major. Extended Edition edited by
Verlyn Flieger (London: HarperCollins, 2005),
p. 143. There are also a number of manuscript
fragments dealing with Magic, Miracles, and
Faëry that have been published by Flieger and
Anderson in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, 2008,
including, "Manuscript B Miscellaneous
Pages," pp. 252 ff., especially pp. 254-257, and
260 ff. These bear further examination, but
this is outside of the scope of the present
paper.
iii"Manuscript

Carpenter, Tolkien, 1977, pp. 165-166; and J.
R. R. Tolkien to C. A. Furth, Allen and Unwin,
July 24, 1938, in J. R. R. Tolkien, The Letters of
J. R. R. Tolkien selected and edited by
iv
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Humphrey Carpenter with the assistance of
Christopher Tolkien (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1981), pp. 38-39. The first version of
this tale had been rejected by Allen and Unwin
in 1937, but, because it eventually became
clear that Tolkien's "new" Hobbit would not
be finished in the foreseeable future, his
publishers accepted the expanded story for
publication. In the end, Farmer Giles did not
appear until 1949. For details, see Christina
Scull and Wayne G. Hammond's
"Introduction," to the 50th anniversary
edition of J. R. R. Tolkien, Farmer Giles of Ham
edited by Christina Scull and Wayne G.
Hammond (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1999),
pp. iii-xiii.
v J.

R. R. Tolkien, "Introductory Note," in his
Tree and Leaf (London: George Allen and
Unwin, 1964), p. 5, also in his The Tolkien
Reader (New York: Ballantine Books, 1966),
p. 31.
vi J.

R. R. Tolkien to C. A. Furth, July 24, 1938, in
Tolkien, Letters, 1981, pp. 38-39.
viiJ. R. R. Tolkien to W. H. Auden, June 7, 1955,
in Tolkien, Letters, 1981, p. 215.
J. R. R. Tolkien to Jane Neave, November 22,
1961, in Tolkien, Letters, 1981, p. 310.

viii

and Anderson, in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, p. 15.
ixFlieger

B," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2000, p. 249. This
manuscript dates from 1943, but portions of it
were "recycled" from his 1938-1939 notes.
Judging from the context ("If there were more
time, I should like to speak more of modern
fairy-stories..." is how the following paragraph
begins), this was likely written for the original
1939 lecture.
x"Manuscript

Details in Verlyn Flieger and Douglas A.
Anderson, "The History of 'On Fairy-stories',"
in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, pp. 123-125.
xi

xiiThough only a partial draft manuscript for
the lecture remains, its basic ideas can be
gathered from what remains and from several
local newspaper accounts, all conveniently
reprinted in Flieger and Anderson's Expanded
Edition: "Manuscript A," and "Contemporary

Reports on the 1939 Lecture," in Tolkien, On
Fairy-stories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 173205, and pp. 159-169. Ms. A, which Flieger
and Anderson identify as the 1939 lecture text
written between December 1938 and March
1939, is missing pp. 1-4 and a few pages at the
end, but they are reasonably certain that these
"missing pages" were mostly "recycled" into
Manuscript B, which was written between
1943 and 1945. See Flieger and Anderson,
"Manuscript B," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 173, 195-196.
St. Andrews Citizen, March, 1939,"
reporting on the lecture changes the tense,
reprinted in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 165. The same
wording is used in "Manuscript B," in Tolkien,
On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp.
207-208, possibly recycled from the lecture,
and in the 1947 version.
xiii "The

J. R. R. Tolkien, "Beowulf: The Monsters and
The Critics," reprinted in J. R. R. Tolkien, The
Monsters and The Critics and Other Essays
edited by Christopher Tolkien (London:
HarperCollins, 1983, paperback edition,
1997), pp. 5-48. Tolkien's essay was, writes
Michael D. C. Drout, "the single most
important critical essay ever written about
Beowulf..." in his "Introduction," to J. R. R.
Tolkien, Beowulf and the Critics edited by
Michael D. C. Drout (Tempe AR: Arizona
Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies,
2002), p. 1. (This work publishes the
manuscripts from which Tolkien drew the
Beowulf lecture, according to Christopher
Tolkien. p. xv.) Interestingly, Tolkien had
some pungent criticisms to make of
"quarrying researchers" who see Beowulf as a
source and not as something in itself. (pp. 6-7)
that are reflected in "Manuscript B," in
Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, p. 218, where he reproved scholars for
"studying the stories not for themselves, but
as a quarry from which to dig evidence or
information on other matters in which they
are interested....So much so that they are apt
to get off their own proper track..." These
same strictures are reiterated in "On Fairystories."
xiv
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A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 176; and "The St.
Andrews Citizen, March 1939," reprinted in
Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, pp. 164-166. The punctuation of some
of the manuscripts is rather haphazard.
xv "Manuscript

xvi "Manuscript A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 177-179; and
"The St. Andrews Citizen, March 1939,
reprinted in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 166-167.

A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 180.
xvii"Manuscript

"Manuscript A," in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 180-185.
xviii

"Manuscript A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 185-188.

xix

xx "Manuscript B," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2000, p. 248.

A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 183.
xxii"Manuscript A," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 193-194; and
"The St. Andrews Citizen, March 1939,"
reprinted in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 167-168.
xxi"Manuscript

and Anderson, in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 131 ff. on
this project. The draft is "Manuscript B," in
Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, pp. 206-299.

xxiiiFlieger

xxiv(London:

Oxford University Press, 1947),
xiv + 145 pp.

xxvLewis

wrote: "We had hoped to offer the
whole collection to Williams...when peace
would recall him from Oxford to London.
Death forestalled us; we now offer as a
memorial what had been devised as a
greeting." C.. S. Lewis, "Preface," in Essays
Presented to Charles Williams, 1947, p. vi. A
little confusingly, Lewis's own contribution
(pp. 90-105) was entitled "On Stories". It had
originally been titled "Popular Romance." See
C. S. Lewis to T. S. Eliot, May 17, 1945, in
Lewis, Collected Letters, 2000, Vol. I, p. 650.

"Introduction," Tree and Leaf,
1964, p. 5; and in The Tolkien Reader, 1966, p.
31.
xxviTolkien,

"Introduction," Tree and Leaf,
1964, p. 5; and in The Tolkien Reader, 1966, p.
31.
xxviiTolkien,

xxviiiThe final version in Tolkien, "On Fairystories," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded
edition, 2008, contains three mentions of
secondary worlds, pp. 52, 61-64, and 77,
compared to none in 1939; and five on
secondary belief, pp. 52, 59, 61, 63, and 64,
compared to none in 1939. On eucatastrophe
and evangelium, see below.

final version in Tolkien, "On Fairystories," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded
edition, 2008, pp. 42, 59, 78, includes three
mentions of sub-creation compared to two in
the lecture, pp. 181, 192.
xxixThe

B," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2000, p. 226; and Tolkien,
"On Fairy-stories," in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 44.
xxxi J. R. R. Tolkien to Christopher Tolkien,
November 7-8, 1944, in Tolkien, Letters,
1981, pp. 99-101.
xxx "Manuscript

Scotsman, March 9, 1939," in Tolkien,
On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition, 2008, p.
131.
xxxii "The

xxxiiiTolkien, "On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 81.

The mention of drama here is not
accidental and it required Tolkien to make
another important change in the lecture
through a significant expansion of his ideas on
the relationship of fantasy and drama. See
Flieger and Anderson, in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 138 ff.,
and Tolkien, "On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, pp. 69 ff.

xxxiv

xxxv Tolkien, "On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 81.
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Manuscript B, in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, p. 295, he
added a comment later omitted in the 1947
essay: "Marvels: yes, but the story is true,
therefore the marvels are true, occurring in
history."
xxxviIn

follows is from Tolkien, "On Fairystories," in Essays Presented to Williams, 1947,
pp. 51-52.

xxxviiWhat

"On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 52.
xxxviiiTolkien,

"On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 55.
xxxixTolkien,

"On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 56.
xlTolkien,

xli Tolkien, "On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, pp. 42-43.

R. R. Tolkien, The Lord of the Rings, 50th
Anniversary Edition (New York: Houghton
Mifflin, 2004), pp. 712-713.

xliiJ.

"On Fairy-stories," in Essays
Presented to Williams, 1947, p. 66.
xliiiTolkien,

"Notes," in Tolkien, "On Fairy-stories," in
Essays Presented to Williams, 1947, pp. 84 ff.
xliv

xlvJ.

R. R. Tolkien to Houghton Mifflin, June 30,
1955, in Tolkien, Letters, 1981, p. 220. The
quotation is from notes sent by Tolkien to
Houghton Mifflin to deal with inquiries about
Tolkien's work, principally to correct errors
about same. Ironically, Essays presented to
Charles Williams was reprinted in a paperback
edition in early 1966 by Eerdmans in the
United States. This edition was
photolithoprinted so the pagination is
identical to the hardcover Oxford University
Press edition. One alteration in the text is a
change of the date of the Lang Lecture from
1940 to 1938 (p. 38). Both are incorrect.

xlviJ. R. R. Tolkien, Tree and Leaf (London:
George Allen and Unwin, 1964), with an
introductory note by Tolkien. A second
edition, J. R. R. Tolkien, Tree and Leaf, second
edition edited by Christopher Tolkien
(London: Unwin Hyman, 1988), with a

preface by Christopher Tolkien includes the
early 1930s poem "Mythopoeia".

Flieger and Anderson in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 147-148.
The "substantive" changes are discussed on
pp. 148-151; the others (some 20 in number)
are on pp. 151-155.

xlvii

Flieger and Anderson in Tolkien, On Fairystories, Expanded edition, 2008, pp. 147-148.

xlviii

in Tolkien, On Fairy-stories,
Expanded edition, 2008, p. 156. This volume
included the contents of Tree and Leaf, along
with "The Homecoming of Beorhtnoth
Beorhthelm's Son," and "The Adventures of
Tom Bombadil. The Tolkien Reader is still in
print.
xlixDetails

lTolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, p. 156.

Tree and Leaf, 1964, p. 5; The Tolkien
Reader, 1966, p. 31.

liTolkien,
liiJ.

R. R. Tolkien to Herbert Shiro, November
17, 1957, in Tolkien, Letters, 1981, p. 262.
For other comments on allegory, see Tolkien,
Letters, 1981, pp. 41, 121, 145, 121, 220, and
246. Of course, like Fairy-stories, allegory is a
branch of what Tolkien called the "Tree of
Tales" or part of "the Cauldron of Story".
Tolkien, On Fairy-stories, Expanded edition,
2008, pp. 39, 46-47.
liii J. R. R. Tolkien, Smith of Wooton Major.
Extended Edition edited by Verlyn Flieger
(London: HarperCollins, 2005). See below.
livThe

Flieger-Anderson Extended Edition
reproduces the 1983 text, adding only a
helpful paragraph numbering system.
lvSee

the preface by Christopher Tolkien in J.
R. R. Tolkien, The Monsters and The Critics and
Other Essays, edited by Christopher Tolkien
(London: George Allen and Unwin, 1983),
paperback edition: London: HarperCollins,
1997), p. 3: for Tree and Leaf "some minor
alterations were made, and it is this later text
that is given here with the correction of some
errors that go back to the 1964 reprinting."
The essay is reprinted on pp. 109-161 of the
collection.
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lviSee

Verlyn Flieger, "Afterword," to J. R. R.
Tolkien, Smith of Wooton Major. Extended
Edition edited by Verlyn Flieger (London:
HarperCollins, 2005), pp. 59 ff. The
documents are published here as "'Genesis of
the story'. Tolkien's Note to Clyde Kilby," pp.
69-70, and "Tolkien's draft introduction to
The Golden Key," pp. 71-75. Unhappily, this
edition has become a rare book, apparently
published in a very limited print run only in
the UK and only in hardback.
lvii"Tolkien's

Note to Clyde Kilby," in Tolkien,
Smith of Wooton Major. Extended Edition,
2005, p. 69. The note was sent by Tolkien in
response to an interest expressed by Kilby in
December 1967 in buying the Smith
manuscripts for the Wade Collection at
Wheaton College. See pp. 135-136.

"Tolkien's Note to Clyde Kilby," in Tolkien,
Smith of Wooton Major. Extended Edition,
2005, p. 69.

lviii

lix"Tolkien's introduction," in Tolkien, Smith of
Wooton Major. Extended Edition, 2005, p. 73.

introduction," in Tolkien, Smith of
Wooton Major. Extended Edition, 2005, p. 73.
lxi"Tolkien's introduction," in Tolkien, Smith of
Wooton Major. Extended Edition, 2005, pp.
73-74.
lx"Tolkien's

"Tolkien's introduction," in Tolkien, Smith
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“Take Away the Supernatural
and What Remains is the Unnatural”:
Power, Secularization, and G.K. Chesterton’s Villains
J. Cameron Moore
Baylor University

In his 1905 book, Heretics, G.K.
Chesterton claims that the spiritual is
inextricably linked to the whole of human
life: “Take away the Nicene Creed and
similar things, and you do some strange
wrong to the sellers of sausages. Take
away the strange beauty of the saints, and
what has remained to us is the far
stranger ugliness of Wandsworth. Take
away the supernatural, and what remains
is the unnatural” (99).
This is a
theologically loaded statement.
It
demonstrates Chesterton’s intuitive sense
of the gratuity of being and puts
Chesterton in company with the nouvelle
theologians. Rather than join the neoThomist hypothesis of some state of pure
nature which might have existed separate
from the order of grace, Chesterton
recognizes that through the Creation and
the Incarnation the supernatural both
undergirds all of existence and provides
the natural order with an end beyond
itself.
Taken positively, Chesterton’s
claim about the supernatural and the
unnatural means that the universe is
bursting at the seams with the divine;
humdrum objects such as lamp posts,
pillar boxes, and coat tails can sweep the
unsuspecting viewer up into an ecstatic
experience of transcendence in the blink
of an eye. Indeed, Chesterton’s heroes are
constantly caught up in these bursts of
illumination.
However, his claim is
phrased as a warning. Any attempt to do
away with or suppress the supernatural
leads not to the natural but rather to

distortion and perversion, the unnatural.
It is this negative denial that I want to
focus on because it provides a helpful way
of reading many of Chesterton’s villains.
Wielding a conception of power
which denies given limits, the malefactors
in many of Chesterton’s novels attempt to
re-create cultural spaces free from
traditional religious practices and beliefs,
and these projects always end in
unnatural suppressions of human
freedom. Thus, in The Ball and the Cross
the English society which will not allow
MacIan and Turnbull to argue about
theology suffers Professor Lucifer to jail
innocent citizens. Likewise, in The Flying
Inn Lord Ivywood attempts to recreate
British society in his own image and in
the process makes alcohol illegal and
begins to establish polygamy as an
acceptable social practice.
Beyond creating cultural spaces
which are inimical to human flourishing,
in their denial of the supernatural
Chesterton’s villains do violence to their
own humanity. By the end of Manalive,
Dr. Warner appears a walking corpse,
whose long dead spirit cannot begin to
respond to the life which Innocent deals
out of his revolver. In The Flying Inn
Ivywood’s Nietzschean assertion of the
will drives him insane. His intention to
make the world over again leads
ultimately to his own imbecility.
Likewise, Professor Lucifer’s satanic
nature is clearly revealed at the end of
The Ball and the Cross, and in this he
2
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appears the prototypical Chesterton
antagonist.
Full rejection of the
supernatural is finally nothing more than
an embrace of the demonic.
Now, I want to organize this
exploration into Chesterton’s villains
around Romano Guardini’s reflections
about modernity, power, and culture in
his seminal work The End of the Modern
World. Romano Guardini (1885-1968)
was a German priest, theologian,
philosopher, and social critic. If you
haven’t read Guardini before, you might
think of him as a kind of European
Wendell Berry; he shares many of Berry’s
concerns regarding technology and power
as they bear upon questions of nature,
culture, and what it means to be human.
In The End of the Modern World published
in 1950, Guardini argues that power is at
the root of the dissolution of the modern
world. Modern man saw a radical growth
in his ability to manipulate both himself
and the world, according to Guardini.
This increase in power has led to radical
redefinitions of man, nature, and culture.
The modern world valued power as an
indicator of “progress;” man’s increasing
control over himself and his environment
signaled clear gains towards “security,
usefulness, welfare and vigor” (82). Yet,
Guardini claims, power itself proved too
strong for the goods towards which it was
supposedly directed. Thus, the twentieth
century has seen an incredible
development in “man’s power over
being,” but this increase has not been
accompanied by “the strong character
needed for exercising this power” (82).
We do not yet have “power over [our
own] power” (90).
Even more
frightening, power, as it is currently
understood, justifies itself as an
impersonal necessity. We have agreed to
a conception of power, defined as
increasing technical control of ourselves
and our world, as an unstoppable force
independent of human will, and
consequently outside the realm of human
responsibility. In Guardini’s words “the

conviction grows that power simply
demands its own actualization” (83). For
Guardini this conception of power is
finally demonic.
Particularly, Guardini argues that
in response to the kind of power wielded
by the modern world, culture itself has
become “non-cultural”. Under the grip of
objectified power, culture will cease to
provide security and instead will be
marked primarily by “danger” (89). The
threats to safety which previously arose
from the natural world now arise from
within culture itself through the
unrestrained expansion of power.
Nature now, however, has emerged
once again into history from within
the very depths of culture itself.
Nature is rising up in that very form
which subdued the wilderness—in
the form of power itself. All the
abysses of primeval ages yawn
before man, all the wild choking
growth of the long-dead forests
press forward from this second
wilderness, all the monsters of the
desert wastes, all the horrors of the
darkness are once more upon man.
He stands again before chaos, a
chaos more dreadful than the first
because most men go their own
complacent ways without seeing,
because
scientifically-educated
gentlemen everywhere deliver their
speeches as always, because the
machines are running on schedule
and because the authorities
function as usual. (92)

Guardini’s vision here seems at first to
resonate more with Cormac McCarthy’s
dark visions of the world than with
Chesterton’s jovial “beer and skittles”
personality. However, society presents a
serious threat in much of Chesterton’s
fiction through its unrestricted exercise of
power. In The Napoleon of Notting Hill
the whole of London turns out against the
defenders of one small street. In The
Flying Inn Dalroy and Humphrey Pump
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are constantly on the run with their illegal
pub sign. And in The Ball and the Cross
English society forces MacIan and
Turnbull to flee to various wild places in
order to conduct their duel. In each case,
culture itself proves dangerous.
The
protagonists of each story struggle
against a “civilized” order which is deadly
to the human spirit. This gives many of
Chesterton’s novels something of a
dystopian atmosphere.
However, unlike many dystopian
novels, Chesterton provides both clear
responsibility for the dystopian state of
affairs and a program for resistance and
victory.
The fact of culpability in
Chesterton’s fiction mirrors Guardini’s
insistence that this new presence of
danger within culture is not without
authorship.
Power always entails a
responsible agent, he argues, even if the
complex systems of modernity tend to
obscure responsibility and promote
power as autonomous and necessary.
“There is no being without a master”
according to Guardini; when man takes
being out of the natural order and
incorporates it into the realm of human
freedom, he assumes responsibility for it.
And it is here that I think Guardini
provides
important
insight
into
Chesterton’s antagonists. There is always
a responsible party for the abuses of
power in Chesterton’s fiction. In the
midst of his dystopian societies a central
figure or figures stand as parents of the
perverted order.
Thus while the
President of Nicaragua might admit at the
beginning of The Napoleon of Notting Hill
that the whole modern world is against
his small country, in the action of the
novel itself, it is Buck, Barker, and Wilson
who are against Pump Street. Likewise,
although there is a sense of international
political movements and forces in The
Flying Inn, Lord Ivywood sits at the center
of these machinations, and it is his home
and his person that the revolutionaries
attack and whose defeat restores normal
social order to England. Rather than

agree to an understanding of power as
impersonal
necessity,
Chesterton
provides villains who are clearly
responsible for their abusive pursuit of
power and the current state of their
societies.
Chesterton’s antagonists certainly
subscribe to the modern definition of
power as both necessarily progressive
and unbounded by any limitations. Lord
Ivywood
from
The
Flying
Inn
demonstrates this conception of power
and its consequences most clearly, so I
will focus on him primarily in the
argument that follows. The same case
could be made though, I think, for many of
Chesterton’s other villains.
The Flying Inn is the tale of an
Irish naval captain, Patrick Dalroy, and an
English innkeeper, Humphrey Pump who
save England by traveling round the
countryside with a keg of rum and a
wheel of cheese. Under the influence of
his Turkish allies, Lord Ivywood
effectively bans alcohol by first passing a
bill which forbids the sale of alcohol
without a proper pub sign and then
destroying all the pub signs in England.
All the pub signs that is, except one.
Dalroy and Pump manage to save the sign
of “The Old Ship,” Pump’s pub, and they
tour the countryside covertly, displaying
the pub sign wherever they stop and
dispensing their wares. Dissatisfaction
with the new legislation grows among the
common people of England, and when
Dalroy discovers that all the rich and
privileged people are still drinking their
spirits though they deny the poor man his
beer, a revolution breaks forth which
ends with a climactic battle and the defeat
of Lord Ivywood and his allies.
Throughout the action of the
novel, Ivywood grows increasingly
fanatical in his quest for power and
progress without boundary or restriction.
His vision is ever more abstract and
separate from the everyday world that his
subjects and constituents live in. Midway
through the novel he brags that his
4

‘Take Away the Supernatural and What Remains is the Unnatural’ · J. Cameron Moore

“adventures shall not be in the hedges
and the gutters; but in the borders of the
ever advancing brain” (255).
This
privileging of abstraction over concrete
experience is typical of many of
Chesterton’s villains. Indeed a basic
typology of the abstract, sophisticated
villain opposed to the fleshy, active hero
is evident in much of Chesterton’s fiction.
In Manalive, Innocent Smith wears green
and wants merely to love the hedge and
the lamppost that God has given him to
guard, while Dr. Warner is “bland and
bored,” writes on “The Probable Existence
of Pain in the Lowest Organisims,” and
possesses “the kind of brain that most
men desire to analyze with a poker” (4).
In The Napoleon of Notting Hill, Adam
Wayne’s red headed, sword carrying
figure with “bold blue eyes,” contrasts
violently with the “blank handsome face
and bleak blue eyes” of James Barker; the
bleak, handsome face of the man who dies
“loaded with honors without having
either amused or enlightened the mind of
a single man” (10, 41). But Ivywood takes
the rejection of the physical and the
limitations that it entails to extremes,
even by the standard of his fellow
antagonists.
Obsessed by his vision of the
future, by his desire for Progress with a
capital P, Ivywood denies all limitation of
any kind. In a debate with his cousin, a
poet, about the value of exaggeration,
Ivywood argues that “everything lives by
turning
into
something
else.
Exaggeration is growth.”
The poet
replies:
“But exaggeration of what? [. . . ]
You can combine up to a certain
point; you can distort up to a
certain point; after that you lose the
identity; and with that you lose
everything. A Centaur is so much of
a man with so much of a horse. The
Centaur must not be hastily
identified with the Horsey Man.
And the Mermaid must be

maidenly; even if there is
something fishy about her social
conduct. [. . .] Don’t you see this
prime fact of identity is the limit set
on all living things? (253-54).

“No,” says Ivywood, “I deny that any limit
is set upon living things” (254). This
chilling assertion places
Ivywood
squarely within Guardini’s definition of
modern man’s exercise of power.
Guardini claims that based on non-human
definitions of man and non-natural
definitions of nature
“Man will [. . .] face an existence in
which he will be free to further his
lordship of creation, carrying it
even to its last consequences. This
mastery will be open to him
because he has permitted himself
utter freedom: the freedom to
determine his own goals, to
dissolve the immediate reality of
things, to employ its elements for
the execution of his own ends.
These things he will do without any
consideration for what has been
thought inviolate or untouchable in
nature. (73-74)

Ivywood exhibits exactly this kind of
disregard for the natural in favor of his
vision of progress. He dissolves whatever
he likes in order to further “the execution
of his own ends.”
Such denial of created limits is at
its root a rejection of the supernatural. In
refusing to acknowledge the giveness of
the world, Ivywood denies God. His
disavowal of createdness is necessarily a
rejection of Divine authorship. Ivywood
is quite explicit about this fact. When
asked who Ivywood thinks he is that he
can fundamentally alter the world so
easily, he declares “The world was made
badly, [. . .] and I will make it over again”
(288). This terrible declaration reveals
Ivywood’s Luciferian conception of power
which is predicated upon a presumed
equality with God.
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Lord Ivywood’s denial of the
supernatural, however, leads not to the
natural order but to perversion and
distortion. Denying the spiritual ends in
unnatural suppressions of human
freedom. Not only does Lord Ivywood
deny men drinks, he agrees to the
enslavement of captured prisoners, and
begins to establish polygamy in England.
Moreover, his denial of the supernatural
leads to his own distortion. Midway
through the novel, Ivywood’s quest for
political control leads him to break his
word, the one honorable thing left to him.
He emerges from this experience “the
naked fanatic; [who] could feed on
nothing but the future” (220). This
power-hungry fanaticism drives Ivywood
to imbecility. Unable to cope with his
defeat at the end of the novel, Ivywood
relapses into a solipsistic second
childhood, unaware of the world around
him. Our final vision of the superman
consists of his playing with scraps of
weed, oblivious to anyone and anything
but himself.
Thus, Lord Ivywood provides a
good model of the basic characteristics of
Chesterton’s villains.
Their modern
conception of power as control of being
without moral or ontological limits entails
a denial of the supernatural. This denial
always results in unnatural suppressions
of human freedom and dignity. The
Napoleon of Notting Hill, The Ball and the
Cross, and The Flying Inn all chronicle
their respective protagonists’ attempts to
heal these disordered societies through
their combat with those responsible for
the disorder.
The value of such a reading of
Chesterton’s malefactors is two-fold.
First, it provides a vision which cuts
through the rhetoric of the impersonal,
inevitable, necessity of ever increasing
power. Secondly, and more importantly,
Chesterton’s villains’ denial of the
supernatural reminds us in order to do
battle with this disordered understanding
of power, we must take up the flag of the

world, to use a phrase from Orthodoxy.
We must reclaim an understanding which
sees the world itself not as merely the
natural site for an unlimited expansion of
technical control but as a gift, a grace,
which everywhere invites us into further
participation. In a world gone mad on
power, we need to re-read the landscape
imaginatively, to offer a vision of limits
and boundaries as freeing and enabling.
Chesterton provides a model for
this kind of reading. His novels always
celebrate the small, the local, the
particular; he is the champion of
limitation. “Art is limitation; the essence
of every picture is the frame,” he declares
in Orthodoxy (45). Chesterton brings this
love of limits and boundaries into the
heart of the modern city, and becomes in
many ways the poet of the Industrial City.
Through the lens of the limited and
particular, Chesterton is able to view the
industrial world as enchanted and
enchanting.
In the poem “Modern
Elfland” he argues that fairyland survives
in the midst of the smog-filled streets of
the Industrial Revolution. Where the
speaker of the poem expects to find
fairyland, he discovers instead that “lo,
within that ancient place / Science had
reared her iron crown / And the great
cloud of steam went up, / That telleth
where she takes a town” (233). Yet the
speaker is still able to discover the
strange magic of fairyland in this new,
monstrous environment: “But cowled
with smoke and starred with lamps / That
strange land’s light was still its own; /
The word that witched the wood and hills
/ Spoke in the iron and the stone” (233).
This is the kind of re-imagining of the
world that Chesterton offers in response
to the new wilderness of power in which
we live.
Reading the modern/postmodern, technological-industrial landscape as fantastic begins to reappropriate the chaos of this new world
by giving it a human measure. We must
make a home for ourselves in this new
landscape, and one of the best ways to do
6
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this is through recognizing the value of
limitation and investing that landscape
with the mythic and the fairy. Set against
villains who deny limits and the
supernatural,
Chesterton’s
heroes
encourage us to this kind of reading of the
world in which grace lives in the very
heart of nature and everywhere the world
of created things draws us up into the
divine.
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The Necessity of the Terrible Good
in the Works of C.S. Lewis and Charles Williams
Kimberly Moore-Jumonville
Spring Arbor University

Created in the image of God,
human beings are entrusted with a self.
“From the very start we are something
that can Be,” remarks Johannes Metz, “a
being who must win selfhood and decide
what it is to be” (3). C.S. Lewis and
Charles Williams both engage readers in
the process of imagining ways we
exercise the freedom of “becom[ing] what
we are;” (Pindar qtd. in Pieper 3) that is,
fully human beings. This exercise of
freedom is fraught with temptations to
rebel against the humanity entrusted to
us, to betray our human dignity and run
away from ourselves in an attempt to
avoid the burden of our lot. Autonomy,
egotism, pride, self-centered control of
others, all dull our spiritual awareness
and help us avoid direct confrontation
with the self.
By depicting characters in their
spiritual adventure of becoming a self,
Lewis and Williams help readers identify
a myriad of ways growth can be evaded.
Until Orual from Lewis’s Till We Have
Faces, and Pauline in Williams’s Descent
into Hell can relinquish their demands for
autonomy in their encounter with the
“lord of terrible aspect,” their spiritual
growth remains obstructed. Until they are
prepared to suffer terror in the face of
goodness and embrace poverty of spirit,
they will not know the reassurance of
love or the joy of submission; they won’t
go on to discover authentic selfhood.
Lewis’s and Williams’s characters’
confrontation with the terrible good

shocks them out of self-absorption like
the transparent ghost in the Great Divorce
hiding in the shadows for fear she will be
exposed. Not until she is frightened out of
her wits by a herd of unicorns thundering
past does she consider anything but
protecting herself (Chaps. 8-9). That
instant of self-forgetfulness can be the
very thing, sometimes the only thing that
stimulates
recognition
of
our
vulnerability, our utter dependence on
God alone. Thus, the wrenching violence
of fear and suffering often become
fundamentally necessary for the work of
becoming what God created us to be.
That God calls his creatures to
suffer terror makes no sense to us. We
can’t believe God would create only to
terrorize the very beings intended to bear
his image. Such a harsh reality forces us
to seek explanation. If the shortest
distance between truth and human
understanding is a story, then a timeless
tale like Red Riding Hood proves
instructive. In order for the child Riding
Hood to be safe, she must both encounter
the wolf who threatens destruction and
discover the joy of the hunter’s rescue.
The fright of the wolf’s desire exposes
Riding Hood’s inability to see, her
innocence and naivete at imagining the
wolf to be benevolent. She emerges from
the episode able to discern between the
appearance of kindness and the reality of
seduction, ready not to mistake
appearance for reality in the same way
again. As Bruno Bettelheim describes it,
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the child is reborn to a higher plane; her
exposure to terror teaches her that
overcoming the danger is possible, both
in her newly acquired skills of
discernment and in the possibility of
rescue. Thus, she is transformed by her
encounter (179).
The terrors faced by fairytale
characters require reconstruction of their
understanding of the universe. They must
give up what they expect to happen for
what is; they need a more accurate map of
the territory, a reading of the world that
more accurately matches reality. The
extent to which they can surrender what
they “expect” of the world for what is
marks the extent to which they mature
and survive. What Lewis’s characters in
Narnia must give up when they face the
terrible good is their insistence on the
universe their way, a world in which they
function as the center around which
everything else revolves. Freedom to
choose involves ordering life around a
specific program for happiness that often
becomes destructive in its denial of
reality. To mature and survive, characters
like Lucy, Jill, and Orual in Lewis’s stories
must relinquish their false programs for
happiness based on self-centered and
distorted views of reality. Lucy, for
instance, would prefer a gentle to an
alarming
Aslan
for
his
tender
reassurance. Her question about the lion
Aslan, “Is he—quite safe?” is met with Mr.
Beaver’s answer, “’Course he isn’t safe.
But he’s good” (Lion, Chap. 8). Lucy’s
timidity would not prove equal to the
reality; Aslan must be fierce in order to
protect the children from the White
Witch.
If the terrible good Lucy faces
(before she actually meets him) is the
threat of Aslan’s unpredictable violence,
Jill encounters the terrible good as the
possibility of outright destruction; she
could be eaten. Facing Aslan beside the
stream, Jill admits she is “dying” of thirst.

“Are you thirsty?” said the Lion.
“I’m dying of thirst,” said Jill.
“Then drink,” said the Lion.
“May I—could I—would you mind
going away while I do?” said Jill.
The Lion answered this only by a
look and a very low growl. And as
Jill gazed at its motionless bulk, she
realized that she might as well have
asked the whole mountain to move
aside for her convenience. The
delicious rippling noise of the
stream was driving her nearly
frantic.
“Will you promise not to—do
anything to me, if I do come? Said
Jill.
“I make no promise,” said the Lion.
Jill was so thirsty now that, without
noticing it, she had come a step
nearer.
“Do you eat girls?” she said.
“I have swallowed up girls and
boys, women and men, kings and
emperors, cities and realms,” said
the Lion. It didn’t say this as if it
were boasting, nor as if it were
dory, nor as if it were angry. It just
said it.
“I daren’t come and drink,” said Jill.
“Then you will die of thirst,” said
the Lion.
“Oh dear!” said Jill, coming another
step nearer. “I suppose I must go
and look for another stream then.”
“There is no other stream,” said the
Lion. (Silver Chair Chap. 2)
That no choice other than approaching
this fierce lion, the Christ of this world,
exists for Jill orients her to reality. She
comes face to face, terrible as it is, with
the necessity of making herself vulnerable
to him. Only submission to the threat of
destruction saves her.
Orual, in Lewis’s novel Till We
Have Faces, spends her Queenhood
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alienated from the truth of her being, her
spiritual growth obstructed. Indeed, she
takes scandal at the innate poverty of the
human soul in its worship of Ungit. The
radical indigence of the human need for
worship repulses her, because it requires
submission to mystery. What she expects,
human dignity and rational explanation of
the mystery of Ungit, is turned upside
down in the disgusting temple with its
“smell of blood and burning fat” (Pt. 1,
Chap. 1). If the ultimate meaning of Being
is hidden in God, she will have none of it;
she resists Mystery. “Why must Holy
places be dark places?” (Pt. 1, Chap. 21).
She despises the Priest’s recognition that
“Holy Wisdom is not clear and thin like
water but thick and dark like blood” (Pt.
1, Chap. 5). To the darkness of Ungit’s
slaves and the villagers’ fear and
trembling she prefers the bright light of
the Greek’s rationalism, the clarity of
rational assertions, even though they
distort the elusive mystery of Being (“If
the gods had an honest intention to guide
us, why is their guidance not plain” (Pt. 1,
Chap. 12). In this rejection of Mystery, she
distorts
reality
because
without
submitting to the core of Being, the
ground of reality, she cannot draw an
accurate map of the territory. Reality
without Mystery is too limiting to grow
the soul.
The claim made by mystery and
the worship of Ungit is Orual’s stumbling
block. Ironically, she has chosen the light
and brilliance of the Greek’s rationalism
but hidden behind the darkness of the
veil; thus, rejection of Ungit’s mystery
leaves Orual shrouded in darkness.
Hiding behind the veil is a rejection of
mystery. She insists that the God who
requires sacrifice is not a God of love but
a God of the grotesque. Blood sacrifice
means something has to die, a mystery
too much to bear. Psyche’s dying, her
sacrifice to the god in obedience to the
divine will is a terrible good Orual cannot
accept, and in her rejection of that
necessity of dying and sacrifice she rejects

the path to being reborn, the path to
becoming her true self. When Orual can’t
see Psyche’s palace, her “whole heart
leap[s] to shut the door against something
monstrously amiss—not to be endured”
(Pt. 1, Chap. 11). Psyche’s palace images
the reality of the holy and Orual resists
the vision: “I don’t want it. I hate it. Hate
it, hate it, hate it” (Pt. 1, Chap. 11). Soon
she admits she is “building a dam in [her]
soul against belief” . . . “I now determined
I would go always veiled”; . . . “I locked
Orual up” (Pt. 1, Chap. 12). Orual makes
herself the prisoner of her own being.
However, the veil offers no protection
from the truth; it haunts her in the
nameless shape of anxiety. As Johannes
Metz reminds us in Poverty of Spirit,
“anxiety takes the place of scorned
poverty” (28). Preferring the shadow of
the veil to the necessity of sacrifice that
expresses submission and dependence,
Queen Orual becomes the slave of anxiety.
Anxiety haunts Orual in her
longing for Psyche’s love; she blames the
gods for their unjust treatment of her,
driven to isolation, forced to be Queen,
denied beauty and a husband’s love. But
most of all Orual rejects the gods’ demand
that she give up Psyche to the
Shadowbrute’s devouring. This is her
rejection of the terrible good. The Priest’s
suggestion that the “loving and devouring
are all the same thing” (Pt. 1, Chap. 5) is
repugnant to her. Here Orual misses the
opportunity to give herself up and
thereby receive herself back more fully:
“Do the gods flow in and out of us as they
flow in and out of each other?” (Pt. 2,
Chap. 3). Her rejection of the necessity of
submission to the gods in self-denial is
the real source of her trouble; she wants
love without sacrifice. Psyche’s lover
demands full alliance, blind obedience
and trust, all of which Orual jealously
guards. She demands Psyche’s love be all
for her regardless of the people’s need for
blood sacrifice. The Western literary code
regards blood as symbolically transformative, the dying before we die. “The
4
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necessary price of newness,” Richard
Rohr suggests, “is always death to oldness
. . . blood-letting, dying, letting go is
necessary and always painful” (46). The
flowing blood of Ungit makes Orual want
to run. What she misses is that blood
sacrifice images the death of the false self,
the death of illusion exchanged for the
stark reality of Christ’s sacrifice. Orual
can’t receive love because she can’t
submit to the terrible good of sacrifice.
Lewis describes misconceptions
like Orual’s as a failure of the imagination.
For example, we imagine we can pay our
taxes like honest folk paying just enough
to give us plenty left to live on. But Lewis
reorients us to reality: “Let us make up
our minds to it; there will be nothing of
our own left over to live on” (Weight of
Glory 14). God demands everything. Lewis
also borrows George Macdonald’s analogy
to describe the house we imagine God
building in our soul. At first it looks just as
we expect. “But presently he starts
knocking the house about in a way that
hurts abominably and doesn’t seem make
sense. . . You thought you were going to
be made into a decent little cottage: but
he is building a palace. He intends to
come and live in it” (Mere Christianity
174). Orual’s failure to imagine the new
reality God wants to create in her soul
keeps her from seeing Psyche’s palace;
she rejects being reborn to a new reality.
Thus, the suffering necessary for
becoming a beautiful soul stands as a
roadblock on her journey to [true
selfhood.]
Orual’s rejection of sacrifice and
humility is juxtaposed to Psyche’s
complete openness and vulnerability.
Psyche accepts the love of her people as
an image of the soul’s authentic being; her
self-love allows her to live from the
simplicity of integrated wholeness that
welcomes her poverty of spirit. She
accepts the fate of being the daughter of
the king who will never feel the burden of
queenship but whose beauty and
innocence require surrender first to the

people and then to their demand for
sacrifice. Desire for another land, another
reality than her own suggests her lack of
self-centeredness. “The sweetest thing in
all my life,” Psyche tells Orual, “has been
the longing to find the place where all the
beauty comes from” (Pt. 1, Chap. 7).
Psyche’s surrender stands in stark
contrast to Orual’s insistence on her false
view of reality. As a symbol of the soul,
Psyche images the proper response of the
heart: submission to the demand for
sacrifice. Ultimately, this becomes
submission to the devouring God. Such
self-abandonment is not expressed in
purely mystical terms, but in relationship
to bloodthirsty people who expect
concrete, tangible, physically brutal
sacrifice. The path to authenticity and
union with God is not worked out in
abstract terms but through vivid physical
realities such as her relationship to the
people of Glome. Orual withdraws behind
a veil; Psyche exposes herself to sight.
Orual rejects vulnerability; Psyche
surrenders to sacrifice. Orual “shuts the
door” (Pt. 1, Chap. 11); Psyche opens her
hands. Chained to the tree waiting for the
Shadowbrute, she tells Orual, “I was
holding out my hands” to the rain (Pt. 1,
Chap. 10). Her readiness for sacrifice
enables Psyche to become authentic, for
in meeting the devouring god, she
exchanges death for life, sorrow for joy,
fear for peace. In a mutual exchange of
love with the god, she becomes known, an
authentic self discovering that she is
made for god and all her dreams of a gold
and amber house and husband are
fulfilled beyond imagining. She receives
all this on one condition: that she accept
the mystery and not insist on seeing her
lover. This condition is essential. Psyche
has to give up her need for tangible
knowledge: she is not allowed to actually
gaze upon the lover who comes to her.
The key to the soul’s fulfillment lies in
self-abandonment, in relinquishing the
self as the center of the universe. This
obedience is the condition for joy. By
5
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contrast, Orual insists on assessing the
cost of a painful experience; she needs to
gauge ahead of time how much suffering
will be required so she can muster the
resources to master it. But the terrible
good takes her by surprise; it frightens
her out of her profit and loss calculations.
It invites her into new, uncharted
territory where she will have to accept
help.
Not until Bardia’s wife, Ansit,
shows Orual the degree to which she has
projected her false self onto the lives of
those she loves, does Orual recognize the
false map she has created of the real
territory. But even knowing how much
she expended Bardia to meet her needs
does not help her surrender her demands
for Psyche’s love. Not surprisingly, her
determination to become a beautiful soul
fails: “I could mend my soul no more than
my face” (Pt. 2, Chap. 3). Still seeking to
correct her mistakes at the end of her life,
she reads out her case against the gods.
But the last word is silence. Her own
words of complaint condemn her
selfishness. She has not surrendered her
self-absoprtion; the false self’s program
for happiness has denied her poverty of
spirit to the end. Without a face bared to
the gods, naked and vulnerable, admitting
that she can’t solve the enigma of her loss,
Orual has condemned herself. As long as
her desire for union with Psyche remains
a demand for exclusive possession, she
will starve her soul into old age. She ends
a hag forced at the last tribunal to admit
her mistake before the gods, a small
destructive soul untransformed.
Charles Williams’s novel Descent
into Hell recognizes the problem of the
terrible good by emphasizing the quality
of goodness that makes it terrifying.
Pauline asks the poet playwright, “If
things are terrifying, can they be good?”
(Chap. 1). His reply assures her that “our
tremors . . . measure the Omnipotence”
(Chap. 1). The idea of trembling before
God is reminiscent of biblical visitations
of the Holy to mere mortals. Angels

reassure Mary, Joseph, Zachariah, the
women at the tomb, and others not to fear
them; even Saul falls to the ground
(Howard 255). The specific good before
which Pauline trembles presents itself as
an alien figure, a doppelganger, literally, a
“double-goer” that is, a special kind of
ghost which seems to be [her]self dogging
[her] own footsteps (256). Pauline is
taunted by visitations of this figure
resembling her own self whenever she
ventures out alone until she feels
positively haunted. To face this figure
without charging in the other direction is
almost impossible. Of course, Pauline’s
secret, unknown even to herself, is that
she fears to face herself. Obliged without
warning to face an image that is a replica
of her moral being terrifies her as it
would anyone. She fears to confront the
goblin her moral self might, in her worst
fears, resemble (Howard 256). To
encounter the stark reality, the plain truth
of herself, is actually a terrible good,
though she doesn’t recognize it.
Pauline
is
surrounded
by
spiritually dull characters each avoiding
reality themselves: Wentworth, for
instance, whose egocentrism encourages
denial of his slow descent into hell; or Lily
Sammile, the witch-scorceress, Lilith, who
flutters back and forth between the
characters on Battle hill “like a chicken
fluttering round the glass walls of a
snake’s cage (Chap. 4). Lily woos the
others to dissatisfaction, to mistaking
moral choices for opportunities for
pleasure, to preferring illusions of
niceness to hard facts. There is no
mistaking the spiritual context of Battle
Hill as a Golgotha, a place of ultimate
battle between good and evil. What sets
Pauline apart from her friends, however,
is her openness to spiritual realities in
Stanhope’s play, her willingness to accept
help from Stanhope and her grandmother,
and her willingness in turn to aid her
family ancestor who beckons her from the
past. In the end, Pauline’s openness to the
spiritual realm and her humble
6
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participation in it is what helps her face
the terrible good.
First, Stanhope’s play functions as
a kind of “touchstone” (Howard 253). If
characters understand the play they are
working to present, then we can assume
they have access to the realm where
intellect and soul intersect. If the play
remains opaque to them, they lack
fundamental openness. As it turns out,
Pauline alone recognizes that the Chorus
is key to the playwright’s “effort to shape
in verse a good so alien as to be
terrifying” (Chap. 1). Pauline is willing to
pursue a new and disturbing idea if it is
true. The beauty of art invites clarity,
proportion, harmony and radiance, all
aspects of truth and goodness as well.
Pauline’s openness to the beauty of
Stanhope’s poetry helps her acknowledge
the connection between truth and
goodness, especially the dark truth that
there can be a good so fierce and
demanding
that
it
frightens.
Acknowledging a connection between
beauty, truth, and goodness brings her a
little closer to facing the fear of her
doppelganger. Ruminating on Stanhope’s
phrases “a different life” and “a terrible
good” she wonders if they are related.
Could there be a “good so alien as to be
terrifying. She had never considered good
as a thing of terror, and certainly she had
not supposed a certain thing of terror in
her own life as any possible good” (Chap.
1). Faced with a new idea, Pauline does
not demand understanding or closure;
rather, she is willing to hold in tension
mutually exclusive possibilities that the
good and the terrible could sometimes be
one.
Secondly, Pauline does not ignore
the imminent death of her grandmother,
Margaret, who knows “she will die soon. .
. . This knowledge, terrible to most
people, spurs Margaret to appreciate such
a small thing as the evening. There would
be few more evenings during which she
could watch the departure of day, and the
promise of such rarity gave a greater

happiness to the experience” (Chap. 4).
Her acceptance of death expresses a
properly ordered attachment to life that
can let it go in faith that something better
awaits her beyond the grave. “You can be
at peace,” she reflects, “so long as you
accepted what joys the universe offered
and did not seek to compel the universe
to offer you joys of your own definition”
(Chap. 4). Margaret’s expression of
goodness marks a soul at peace with the
dread of goodness because she is
confident that she won’t be devoured by
it. (Psyche’s description that the loving
and devouring are one would not be
threatening Margaret; to lose ourselves is
to find ourselves. There will be something
on the other side of self-abandonment.)
Thus, Margaret’s submission to her own
terrible good, her approaching death,
enables Pauline to face her fear.
It is not just Margaret’s
knowledge, but her spiritual work that
affects her granddaughter. Margaret can
rest at the premonition of death because
she has exercised her freedom to become
a fully human being. She has not betrayed
the humanity entrusted to her by running
away from her difficulties and trying to
take her own life as the suicide has done
(Metz 24). “When God creates us,”
Johannes Metz suggests,
we are born into the ‘categorical
imperative’ of the Christian faith:
you shall lovingly accept the
humanity entrusted to you! You
shall be obedient to your destiny!
You shall not continually try to
escape it! You shall be true to
yourself! You shall embrace
yourself! Our self-acceptance is the
basis of the Christian creed . . . In
accepting the chalice of our
existence, we show our obedience
to the will of the Creator in heaven;
in rejecting it, we reject God . . . .
Knowing how readily we try to
escape the harsh difficulties of the
human situation, knowing how
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difficult it is for us to bear with
ourselves and how quickly we feel
betrayed by ourselves, knowing
how difficult it is for us not to hate
ourselves, we can then understand
why God had to prescribe self-love
as a virtue and one of the great
commandments, we can then
understand why we constantly
need the help of God’s grace . . .in
becoming human. (Metz 5)

For Margaret Anstruther, self-knowledge
is not a hindrance to facing the terrible
good because she has accepted grace; she
has been humbled in poverty of spirit and
grown in self-love to the degree to which
she affirms adventuring into the next
stage of life with God beyond the grave. In
that spiritual strength she can help
Pauline avoid running away from herself.
Having embraced herself as a spiritual
being having a human experience,
Margaret has chosen love until she can
“see into the life of things” as Wordsworth
puts it in Tintern Abbey. “The girl and the
old woman who lay, both awake in that
house under the midnight sky, were at
different stages of that way” of love (Chap.
4). This particular night Margaret is given
a vision of a man who has committed
suicide in a much earlier time upon the
same Battle Hill where her house is
located. Margaret discerns he is waiting
for help on his spiritual journey and calls
Pauline out to help him. Margaret is able
to extend this offer of help both because
her own spiritual work is done and
“because [the suicide] had never had an
opportunity to choose love, nor
effectively heard the intolerable gospel
proclaimed, he was to be offered it again,
and now as salvation. But the first faint
hints of damnation were permitted to
appear” (Chap. 7). What happens in
Margaret’s room where the dead man is
drawn by the warmth of light and love
and Pauline is summoned takes on
eternal proportions. For Margaret it is a
“last gift of charity”; for Pauline, “a first

exercise in Charity” (Howard 279). In a
spiritually
tangible,
supernatural
exchange, Margaret, in the strength of
Christ the “living stone” (Chap. 7) offers
the dead man participation in the joy that
comes from Christ’s sacrifice and when he
accepts, they hear his moan echoed by the
groan of Christ’s agony. The mystery of
this kind of intercession echoes
Williams’s law of substitution and
exchange, what Margaret has come to
practice and what she illustrates for
Pauline this night. The law inheres, for
Williams, in the nature of human
community: we owe our life to other
people because we cannot eat a meal or
travel to work without depending on the
cooperation and sacrifice of others.
Everyone, all the time, owes his life to
others (Howard 25). From the breakfast
cereal we eat, which depends on the
planting and harvesting of farmers and
the lives of chickens, to the self-giving
love of a spouse who drives us to work, or
the generous neighbor who rescues our
dog from street traffic, we depend on
others. Even eternal salvation we owe to
Christ who laid down his life for us.
Margaret’s work of intercession
with the suicide carries such weight of
glory because it represents a gradual
deepening of spiritual power based on
selfless acts of charity. Pauline is unaware
of her grandmother’s intercession for her,
but she receives it as strength for her own
acceptance of the law of substitution. Her
fear of the doppelganger overwhelms her
for a time, but Stanhope’s offer to carry
her fear as a way of bearing another’s
burden, gives her hope. At first she
resists: “Would I push my burden on to
anybody else?” (Chap. 6). But finally his
answer sets her misgivings to rest:
“If you want to disobey or refuse
the laws that are common to us all,
if you want to live in pride and
division and danger, then you can.
But if you will be part of the best of
us, and live and laugh and be
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ashamed with us, then you must be
content to be helped. You must give
your burden up to someone else,
and you must carry someone else’s
burden” (Chap. 6). “When you do,”
Stanhope tells her, “remember that
I am afraid instead of you, and that I
have taken over every kind of
worry.” (Chap. 6)

Standing in Margaret’s room, Pauline
recognizes a face in the window as her
double’s face and moves through tremors
of rage and shame until she remembers
Stanhope’s substitution of himself for her.
Since he carries her fear, she is free of it.
She gazes into her face without dread of
the grotesque, without fear of the
mortality it implies. She sees it exposed as
it is before God and doesn’t flinch. At this
moment, Pauline breaks free of the dread
and faces this apparition “in all freedom
and courage” as herself. Her act of charity
towards herself extends to the dead man
who needs her go out to the crossroads
and point the way back to London.
Margaret’s help for Pauline, won through
her own spiritual work, is intangible;
Stanhope’s is more obvious. But from
them both, Pauline has been encouraged
to open to self-knowledge, to submit her
fear of the doppelganger to another and
be carried forward to freedom in the
divine love.
One more submission to the
divine will awaits her. Its purpose is to
drive home the law of substituted love
that strengthens her for a final ordeal to
come. The love extended to us is always
for the good of others.
Pauline’s ancestor, Struther, she
has discovered in Foxe’s Book of Martyrs
was burned at the stake 350 years earlier.
From her own experience of dread she is
intrigued with his burning. The fact that
she is called to share his burden of fear
across three and half centuries of history
is unusual until we compare the ways we
send out prayers over the space of
continents. Perhaps the Holy Spirit can

span time as well as space. Williams
doesn’t apologize for this idea, but
regards it as a way the fabric of creation is
knit up by love of one soul ‘standing in’
for another soul by bearing someone
else’s burden.
When Pauline envisions Struther
in his cell anticipating his death by fire,
she willingly stands in the desolation of
his fear and asks him to give it over to
her. Because Stanhope had carried her
fear for her, she can substitute herself in
the place of Struther’s fear. At the
moment when she accepts the burden of
his fear of death, she gazes into the face of
her doppelganger. The glory and beauty
of her double gazes back at her without
flinching; in this moment self-knowledge
and self-love in Pauline become one. She
has avoided her apparition out of fear
that it was a grotesque mock-up of her
naked soul. But this was a mistaken
notion; the soul she recognizes now is
actually an image of love and joy. This is
the self God hoped she would become, but
only now in obedience to divine love does
she discover her true self, a self made by
love, in love, and for love. Obedience to
the doctrine of substituted love, a
sacrificial love willing to suffer and
willing to surrender its self-absorption
and self-protection for poverty of spirit,
only this love can know glory. She has
heeded the call, the beckoning of her
ancestor Struther from the depths of time
and opened herself to the exchange of
substituted love. Pauline has borne the
burden of another. That moment her soul
is freed to express its glory of creation.
From the moment of her first deference
and inclination toward Stanhope and his
poetry, to her aunt, and to her ancestor,
Pauline has been learning to surrender
fear of the terrible good, to resist the
abyss of nothingness, to deny fear of
cosmic abandonment.
To confirm this recognition that
joy and glory, not nothingness, await us
beyond the grave, Pauline is called to the
cemetery for one final encounter with
9

The Necessity of the Terrible Good · Kimberly Moore-Jumonville

evil. Adela sends her to the shed in the
graveyard to find the only one who can
heal her sick soul. But Lily (Lilith the
witch) can offer Adela no healing. She
takes this chance encounter, however, to
entice Pauline once again with vague
promises of health, money, good looks,
good luck, peace and contentment or their
substitutes (Chap. 11). Pauline does not
hesitate this time, sure of herself. “Thank
you very much, but I don’t want anything .
. . How could I want anything but what
is?” (Chap.11). She knows the core of
reality, the ground of being himself, and
prefers that substantial reality to flimsy
promises. Risk, sacrifice, surrender, the
law of substitution and exchange are the
only basis for, the only path to love and
joy. Pauline has faced the terrible good to
exchange her false map of the territory
for a true one. Her direct confrontation
with herself has woken her to the glory of
the creature at one with creation that
rings and tells of its creator.
Pauline accepts the necessity of
the terrible good; Orual resists the painful
experiment of living from the outset. She
angrily insists that she has been robbed of
her right to happiness. To the last, Orual
rails against the gods’ arbitrary
governance, unable to accept her lot.
Taken so close to heaven that she can
glimpse the palace made to house Psyche
for an eternity of bliss, she rejects it in
preference for a dingy palace in Glome.
Like the bus travelers taken to the edge of
Heaven in The Great Divorce, Orual turns
back to Hell. She would rather rule in Hell
than submit to a god who demands
complete submission in Heaven. Only one
response remains for God to offer. Lewis
reminds us, “There are only two kinds of
people in the end: those who say to God,
‘Thy will be done,’ and those to whom
God says, ‘Thy will be done” (Chap. 9).
Pauline’s submission to the
exacting will of God is an embrace of the
spiritual adventure. The fact that she
does the spiritual work of facing the
terrible fear adds to her spiritual

strength; as she loves she increases in
stature. Teilhard de Chardin describes
such experiences plainly: “When I
surrender to the embrace of the visible
and tangible universe, I am able to be in
communion with the invisible that
purifies” (50). Pauline’s surrender places
her in “communion with the spirit that
purifies” to the degree that she is
surprised by the beauty of the self-image
pursuing her. She welcomes it with relief
that it is not the shadow of her sinful self,
but the glory of what God intended.
Because she has quite literally submitted
to the invitation to face herself, she has
been transformed. She has welcomed the
spiritual adventure of confronting the
self, welcomed poverty of spirit, and faced
the terrible good to win a new trust that
God will not abandon her no matter what
she faces.
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The Logic of Purgatory in C.S. Lewis:
Why Spiritual Formation Makes Less Sense Without It
Robert Moore-Jumonville
Spring Arbor University

Spiritual Formation, for C. S.
Lewis, relates primarily to what we as
human beings are becoming; and to that
fundamental goal God has in mind for
us—“the end for which we are formed.” 1
Lewis asserts that God intends to make us
into “little Christs.” God, he insists, will
“be satisfied with nothing less than
absolute perfection.” “The only help I will
give you,” God says, “is help to become
perfect. You may want something less:
but I will give you nothing less.” 2
Moreover, we must cooperate with God in
this formation. Such a high human calling
can appear daunting. It requires purging
of the soul, the sometimes painful work as
the potter bends His clay. Yet the
ramifications of our choices are eternal.
What are we becoming?
Every time you make a choice you
are turning the central part of you,
the part of you that chooses, into
something a little different from
what it was before. And taking your
life as a whole, with all your
innumerable choices, all your life
long you are slowly turning this
central thing either into a heavenly
creature or into a hellish creature:
either into a creature that is in
harmony with God, and with other

C. S. Lewis, “A Slip of the Tongue,” The Weight of
Glory and Other Addresses. New York: Touchstone,
1996: 142.
2 C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity. New York:
Macmillan, 1960: 171, 169, 172.
1

creatures, and with itself, or else
into one that is in a state of war and
hatred with God, and with its
fellow-creatures, and with itself. To
be the one kind of creature is
heaven: that is joy and peace and
knowledge and power. To be the
other means madness, horror,
idiocy, rage, impotence, and eternal
loneliness. Each of us at each
moment is progressing to the one
state or the other” 3

Let me assure you that
eschatological geography does not
interest me in this paper; I do not hope to
convince you of purgatory as a place. 4
The formation of our souls is what
concerns me (what sort of creatures
we’re becoming) and so I hope you
consider what follows as an invitation—
Ibid. 86-87.
Jacque Le Goff’s study, The Birth of Purgatory,
indicates that the notion of Purgatory developed
first in popular piety connected to the early
Christian practice of praying for the dead and only
developed later, in the Middle Ages, into the notion
that Purgatory was a place. See William Crockett,
Four Views on Hell. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996:
98-99, 108-111.
“I believe in Purgatory,” Lewis asserted plainly,
though he never argued for Purgatory as a location,
but instead, more as a process of purification, some
of which occurred in this life (C. S. Lewis, Letters to
Malcom Chiefly on Prayer. San Diego: Harcourt,
1991: 108; The Collected Letters of C. S. Lewis, Vol.
III: Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 1950-1963, ed. by
Walter Hooper New York: HarperSanFrancisco,
2007; Letters To Mary Willis Shelburne 28/7/60
p.1203; 9/1/61 p.1225-26; and 31/7/62, p.1361.
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an invitation to grow into a more
heavenly creature, no matter how
purgatorial and painful that process may
become for you. One of the Solid People
in The Great Divorce beckons to a ghost
who on earth was a painter: “Come and
see. He is endless. Come and feed.”
I say “no matter how painful” it
may become because normally we do not
want to face our shadow side. It hurts.
The light of heaven first dawns on
uninitiated eyes as “cruel light,” the grass,
“hard as diamonds to [the narrator’s]
unsubstantial feet,” cause pain. “I did not
entirely like it,” confesses the narrator of
The Great Divorce. 5 And our shadow
embarrasses us. Like the transparent
ghosts in The Great Divorce, we want “to
avoid open places;” we don’t want to
“have everyone staring through [us].” 6
That’s why when God asks us, “Where are
you?” often we’re found hiding
somewhere in the garden, ashamed of our
nakedness. Our species seems to have an
uncanny knack for self-deception and
denial, which makes it easier to hide
(even from ourselves); so when we hear
Screwtape’s counsel to Wormwood, we
cringe: “You must bring him to a
condition in which he can practice selfexamination for an hour without
discovering any of those facts about
himself which are perfectly clear to
anyone who has ever lived in the same
house with him or worked in the same
office.” 7 Spiritual Formation, we should
admit, does not always taste pleasant.
Healing sin often means something in us
must die, or something must be cut out
like a malignant tumor.
After
we
appreciate
the
seriousness of human sin, though,
Purgatory (the purgatorial, or the
purifying of our loves) becomes logically
C. S. Lewis, The Great Divorce. New York:
Touchstone, 1996: 26, 32, 31.
6 Ibid. 59, 61.
7 C. S. Lewis, The Screwtape Letters. New York:
HarperCollins, 1996: 12.
5

necessary for Lewis if we genuinely
consider both the holiness of God and
human freedom. Put simply, if our sin
cannot abide eternally with God, it must
be purged from us; but, if God truly takes
our human freedom seriously, we must
let go of sin on our own. First, sin cannot
coexist eternally with God. As Zachary
Hayes argues, Purgatory “is a symbolism
that reflects a sense of distance between
human creatures and God.” Indeed, the
pain of purgatory “is intrinsic to the
encounter between the holy love of God
and the still imperfect human being.” 8 So,
second, God calls us to surrender our sin.
With Lewis, Hayes stresses the
importance
of
human
freedom
cooperating with God’s grace, insisting,
“that without a human response, God’s
initiative remains inefficacious and that
God never overrides or suppresses
human freedom.” A magic wand of
cleansing grace waved over us at the
moment of our death bypasses our
choosing altogether.
This invitation to freely let go of
the sin that clings to us is, of course, a
primary point in The Great Divorce. Lewis
states in the Preface:
I do not think that all who choose
wrong roads perish; but their
rescue consists in being put back on
the right road. A wrong sum can be
put right: but only by going back till
you find the error and working it
afresh from that point, never by
simply going on.
Evil can be
undone, but it cannot “develop” into
good ….The spell must be unwound,
bit by bit, “with backward mutters
of dissevering power”—or else not.
It is still “either-or.” If we insist on
keeping Hell (or even earth) we
shall not see Heaven: if we accept
Heaven we shall not be able to

Zachary J. Hayes, “The Purgatorial View,” in
William Crockett, Four Views on Hell. Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1996: 95,101,115.
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retain even the smallest and most
intimate souvenirs of Hell.” 9

Story after story in The Great
Divorce pictures just this—human beings
arriving at heaven, refusing to let go of
hell’s trinkets, characters desiring to
“extend Hell, to bring it bodily, if they
could, into Heaven.” 10 Hell smuggled into
heaven would contradict heaven; heaven
would not be heaven with residues of hell.
“Mystics
have
classically
defined
purgatory,”
according
to
Ronald
Rolheiser, “as the pain of letting go of a
lesser love and life in order to accept a
deeper love and life.” 11
Lewis’s favorite metaphor for
Purgatory was a visit to the dentist. Some
authors might depict Purgatory as a
dismal place of torture; but Lewis
conceived it more as a process of
deliverance from the gnawing ache of evil
residing within us—a kind of cosmic
kindness that liberates us from the
suffering of ourselves. “I hope that when
the tooth of life is drawn,” Lewis
projected, “and I am ‘coming round,’ [that
is, after he has died and he’s waking on
the other side of life] a voice will say,
‘Rinse your mouth out with this.’ This will
be Purgatory.” 12 Lewis anticipates the
process as blessing, as healing. But that
does not mean it will be fun or painless.
In the chapter of Mere Christianity
entitled “Counting the Cost,” Lewis
recounts what going to the dentist
entailed. It began with a toothache at
C. S. Lewis, The Great Divorce. New York:
Touchstone, 1996: 10.
10 Ibid. 76.
11 Ronald Rolheiser, Forgotten Among the Lilies.
New York: Doubleday, 2005: 277
12 C. S. Lewis, Letters to Malcom Chiefly on Prayer.
San Diego: Harcourt, 1991: 109. The actual incident
of the tooth being pulled is first cited in a letter to
A. K. Hamilton Jenkin, The Collected Letters of C. S.
Lewis, Vol. III: Narnia, Cambridge, and Joy 19501963, ed. by Walter Hooper New York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2007, To A. K. Hamilton Jenkin
11/8/26 pp.668-69, then described as an analogy
for Purgatory in a letter To Mary Willis Shelburne
7/7/59, p.1064.

night. He knew that if he went to his
mother, she would give him something to
deaden the pain; but that soon she would
follow up this temporary solution with a
visit to the dentist, where, thankfully, the
rotten tooth would be pulled, but where,
unfortunately, Lewis would be in for more
painful prodding: “I knew those dentists. I
knew they started fiddling about with all
sorts of other teeth which had not yet
begun to ache.”
Now if I may put it that way, Our
Lord is like the dentists. If you give
Him an inch, He will take an ell. 13
Dozens of people go to Him to be
cured of some one particular sin
which they are ashamed of … or
which is obviously spoiling daily
life. He will cure [the tooth] all
right: but he will not stop there.
That may be all you asked; but if
once you call him in, he will give
you the full treatment.

9

That is why he warned people to
‘count the cost’ before becoming
Christians. ‘Make no mistake,’ he
says, ‘If you let me, I will make you
perfect.
The moment you put
yourself in my hands, that is what
you are in for. Nothing less, or
other, than that. You have fee will,
and if you choose, you can push me
away. But if you do not push me
away, understand that I am going to
see this job through. Whatever
suffering it may cost you in your
earthly life, whatever inconceivable
purification it may cost you after
death, whatever it costs me, I will
never rest, nor let you rest, until
you are literally perfect 14—until my

An “ell” is a cubit, a unit of measurement,
interestingly enough here, the length of a person’s
arm, so we’re offered a picture of the dentist’s arm
down one’s throat.
14 “Christ-like” is the appropriate spiritual
formation term. See Robert Mullholland, Invitation
to a Journey. Downers Grove: Inter Varsity, 1993:
15-16.
13
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Father can say without reservation
that he is well pleased with you, as
he said he was well pleased with
me. This I can do and will do. But I
will not do anything less. 15

How terrifying, then, to face
extraction from our soul; the death of
something we’ve been clinging to. Recall
the ghost in The Great Divorce who is
enslaved by the red lizard of lust attached
to his shoulder. Recall how he longs to be
rid of his addiction, but like Augustine,
moans, “not yet.” The man battles with
letting go. He makes excuses. He wants a
compromise. “May I kill it?” asks his
Heavenly Dentist. Overhear highlights
from the dialog:
“Honestly, I don’t think there’s the
slightest necessity for that. I’m sure
I shall be able to keep it in order
now.”
“The gradual process is of no use at
all.”
“Get back! You’re burning me. How
can I tell you to kill it? You’d kill me
if you did.”
“It is not so…. I cannot kill it against
your will. It is impossible. Have I
your permission?”
Damn and blast you! Go on can’t
you? Get it over. Do what you like,”
bellowed the Ghost: but it ended,
whimpering, “God help me. God
help me.” 16

As Ronald Rolheiser remarks so
incisively, “Purgatory is the pain of
entering heaven.” 17
Another place where we find the
purgatorial described, albeit in this life, is
in the un-dragoning of Eustace in The
Voyage of the Dawn Treader. Eustace
C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity. New York:
Macmillan, 1960: 171-72.

15

The Great Divorce 96-99.
Ronald Rolheiser, Forgotten Among the Lilies.
New York: Doubleday, 2005: 277.

16
17

narrates his experience to Edmund. He
recalls his initial fear of Aslan, the
cleansing pool of healing he stumbled
upon, and Aslan’s instructions to undress,
first, before descending into the waters.
Eustace peels off layer upon layer of his
inhuman-skin, but he can only go so far
with the process before Aslan must offer
to finish the job for him:
“I was afraid of his claws, I can tell
you, but I was pretty nearly
desperate now. So I just lay flat
down on my back to let him do it.
The very first tear he made was so
deep that I thought it had gone
right into my heart. And when he
began pulling the skin off, it hurt
worse than anything I’ve ever felt.
The only thing that made me able to
bear it was just the pleasure of
feeling the stuff peel off,” [like
pulling off a scab, he says]. 18

To become more “solid,” more
fully human, spiritually freer—requires
letting go in the end of all that is less than
God. “God does not force or take away
human freedom and responsibility,”
contends Hayes. He cites Augustine’s
dictum: “He who created you without
your help does not justify you without
your help.” 19 But because letting go of our
attachments is a painful prospect, we
stall, we negotiate, demanding “our
rights,” or trying to bargain a compromise
with heaven. Or, like many of the Grey
Town Ghosts, we try to hold heaven
hostage—“Things should not be run this
way! I’ll not stand for being treated like
this! I have my rights! If this is how it’s
going to be up here, I’m leaving.”
Theologian
Johannes
Metz
mentions how too often “We … try to run
C. S. Lewis, The Voyage of the Dawn Treader. New
York: Harper Collins, 1980: 106-109.
19 Zachary J. Hayes, “The Purgatorial View,” in
William Crockett, Four Views on Hell. Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1996: 117, 115.
18

5

The Logic of Purgatory in C.S. Lewis · Robert Moore-Jumonville

away from ourselves, from the burdens
and difficulties of our lot…. thus aborting
the work of becoming a human being.” In
running away, in refusing to face
ourselves (as the Hebrew patriarch Jacob
spent most of his life doing) “We can,” in
the words of Metz, “secretly betray the
humanity entrusted to us.” Instead, “We
must learn to accept ourselves in the
painful experiment of living.” 20
Lewis was all too aware of the
temptation to take half-measures. But
God knows compromise cannot cure. He
says:
‘No half-measures are any good. I
don’t want to cut off a branch here
and a branch there, I want to have
the whole tree down. I don’t want
to drill the tooth, or crown it, or
stop it, but to have it out. Hand
over the whole natural self, all the
desires which you think innocent as
well as the ones you think wicked—
the whole outfit. I will give you a
new self instead. In fact, I will give
you Myself: my own will shall
become yours.’21

A chief image Lewis uses for our
desire to finagle a deal between sin and
holiness is that of the honest taxpayer.
We accept the duty to pay our taxes; but
we don’t want to overpay, and we want
enough left over for us to live on in the
end. Early Christian writers pictured
Israelites trying to smuggle idols and
goods from Egypt into the Promised Land,
when the waters of baptism (symbolized
in the Red Sea crossing) demand that all
idols be purged and destroyed.
“[God] meant that we must go in
for the full treatment,” cautions Lewis. “It
is hard; but the sort of compromise we
are all hankering after is harder—in fact,
20 Johannes Baptist Metz, Poverty of Spirit. New
York: Paulist, 1968: 4, 5.
21

C. S. Lewis, Mere Christianity: 167.

it is impossible.” 22 “God is not to be
bargained with,” admonishes the priest in
The Diary of a Country Priest. He assures
Mme. La Comtesse: “We must give
ourselves up to Him unconditionally.
Give Him everything. He will give you
back even more.” 23 Lewis, in The Problem
of Pain, cites a straightforward William
Law dictum suggesting that if we are not
as holy as early (apostolic) Christians, it is
simply because we never actually
intended to be. “I am only trying to show
that the old Christian doctrine of being
made ‘perfect through suffering’ is not
incredible.” 24
In this last sermon (seven years
before his death), Lewis returned to this
“taxpayer metaphor,” admitting that he
continued to struggle with the reality of
complete daily surrender to God (of
paying his spiritual taxes). For all his
practiced Christian devotion, 25 Lewis
wrestled throughout his life to give up
“things temporal,” to practice what
spiritual formation calls “detachment.” In
A Slip of the Tongue, Lewis confesses that
letting go of our “ordinary life” (what he
terms “the natural self” in Mere
Christianity), can loom for us as “too
intolerably inconvenient.” For instance,
he suggests, “It would be very tiresome to
commit myself to a programme of
temperance which would cut off my afterbreakfast cigarette (or at least make it
cruelly alternative to a cigarette later in
the morning).” 26
Ibid. 169
Georges Bernanos, The Diary of a Country Priest.
Cambridge: da Capo, 2002: 169.
24 C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain. New York:
Macmillan 1978: 66, 105.
25 See Lyle Dorsett, Seeking the Secret Place: The
Spiritual Formation of C. S. Lewis. Grand Rapids:
Brazos 2004; Wallace A. C. Williams, C. S. Lewis:
Spiritual Disciplines for Mere Christians in For All
the Saints, eds. Timothy George and Alister
McGrath London: John Knox 2003; William Griffin,
C. S. Lewis: Spirituality for Mere Christians. New
York: Crossroad 1998.
26 A Slip of the Tongue 138. Cf. Mere Christianity
167.
22
23
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But can we truly be satisfied with
compromise?
“Our
souls
demand
Purgatory,” suggested Lewis.
Would it not break the heart if God
said to us, ‘It’s true, my son, that
your breath smells and your rags
drip with mud and slime, but we
are charitable here and no one will
upbraid you with these things, nor
draw away from you. Enter into the
joy’? Should we not reply, ‘With
submission, sir, and if there is no
objection, I’d rather be cleaned
first.’ ‘It may hurt, you know’—
‘Even so, sir.’ 27

Isn’t it true that God desires our
happiness, and that He knows that we
shall not be truly happy until we are
restored to His image and likeness (1 John
3:2)? Can a magic wand of grace
significantly renovating us at death really
transform deeply enough without our
participation, or does it merely excuse us?
What we long for is real transformation.
Lewis explains, “It is the difference
between paint which is merely laid on the
surface, and a dye or stain which soaks
right through.” 28
Luther stressed justifying grace as
imputed; Wesley, Anglican, Catholic, and
Orthodox theologies add to imputed grace
a notion of imparted grace, where grace is
not only conferred upon, or credited to a
person, but actually transfused into the
individual, becoming a part of him or her.
A vigorous doctrine of sanctification (for
Catholics and some Protestants) or
divinization (the Orthodox meaning of
theosis) lies at the heart of Lewis’s
theological sensibility. 29
C. S. Lewis, Letters to Malcom: Chiefly on Prayer.
San Diego: Harcourt, 1992: 108-109
28 Mere Christianity 169.
29 Albert Outler, Theology in the Wesleyan Spirit.
Nashville: Discipleship, 1975: 73-77. Cf. the view of
the Catholic scholar, Zachary J. Hayes, “The
Purgatorial View,” in William Crockett, Four Views
on Hell. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996: 116.
27

The notion of showing up at our
Beloved’s house in rags, reeking of nasty
things sounds as unpleasant for us as it
might for God. And if in this life we live as
imperfect lovers of God, then only
through a deeper maturing in us of love—
a remedial perfecting and refining—can
we remain content in the presence of the
Beloved in the life to come.
Uncle Screwtape protests God’s
extraordinary design for granting us
freedom and his ultimate design of what
we were created to become:
He really does want to fill the
universe with a lot of loathsome
little replicas of Himself—creatures
whose life, on its miniature scale,
will be qualitatively like His own,
not because He has absorbed them
but because their wills freely
conform to His. 30

Would it not, in fact, be
reasonable to suppose that we will be
happier when we have grown spiritually
strong on our own through a process of
education and refinement of soul that, as
with children, requires our own consent
and participation?
God, it seems, greatly prizes
human freedom. “Desiring their freedom,”
warns Screwtape, “He therefore refuses to
carry them … to any of the goals which He
sets before them: He leaves them to ‘do it
on their own.’ …. Merely to override a
human will … would be for Him useless.
He cannot ravish. He can only woo…. He
leaves the creature to stand upon its own
legs.” 31
Josef Pieper speaks of the human
person as “an unfolding being, a dynamic
reality—just as the cosmos is in its
totality.” 32 We are all on a journey: beings
in process. We have not yet become what
C. S. Lewis, The Screwtape Letters. New York:
HarperCollins, 1996: 7; 38-39.
31 Ibid. 39-40.
32 Josef Pieper, Josef Pieper: An Anthology. San
Francisco: Ignatius, 1989: 3.
30
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we already are, proclaims Pieper. Rather
than some fixed entity or nature, human
existence stands “situated between these
different states of realization, disposed
toward [our] ultimate potential but not
necessarily reaching it.” The apostle Paul
cries, I do not consider that I have already
arrived, but I press on toward the high
call of Christ. Johannes Metz puts it this
way:
“Becoming human … is a mandate
and a mission, a command and a
decision. We each have an openended relationship to ourselves. We
do not possess our being
unchallenged …. We are something
that can Be, a being who must win
selfhood and decide what it is to be.
We must fully become what we
are—a human being. To become
human through the exercise of our
freedom—that is the law of our
Being.” 33

Within us, therefore, lie the seeds
of our own fruition—for Lewis, seeds
growing in a direction either more hellish
or more heavenly. Pieper goes on to
explain that the ultimate goal God created
human beings for is virtue—that is, “the
realization of the divine design
incorporated in the creature,” another
way of saying we were created for Christlikeness. 34 So we are asked in The Great
Divorce at the climatic entrance of George
MacDonald as our mentor-guide (as our
Virgil): “Where are you going?” That is,
what are we becoming? And what do we
hope to become? It is not about working
for our salvation; it is not about doing
anything unless that doing first relates to
being, to becoming—the two cannot be
separated.
John Wesley asked all his
Methodist class members two questions:
“Are you going on to perfection?” and “Do
33 Johannes Baptist Metz, Poverty of Spirit. New
York: Paulist, 1968: 3.
34 Pieper, 4.

you expect to be made perfect in love in
this life?” Notice that Wesley addresses
all serious Christians. Methodist scholar
Albert Outler used to follow up this point
of Wesley’s with a question of his own: “If
you’re not going on to perfection, where
are you going on to?” Here we see a
question, in other words, addressing our
spiritual direction, asking what sort of
creatures we are becoming. What is our
goal spiritually? What is the human
“ultimate” for which we are living and
striving? In our best moments, we want to
strive for something noble, pure, good,
and true.
But we are also terrified.
Terrified, on the one hand, by the refining
suffering we might face on earth, or after
this life—suffering as illustrated by
Eustace, the Grey Town Ghosts of The
Great Divorce, or the analogy of the
Dentist’s chair. What will have to be torn
from us and are we up to it? “Imagine
yourself as a living house,” recommends
Lewis.
God comes in to rebuild that house.
At first, perhaps, you can
understand what He is doing. He is
getting the drains right and
stopping the leaks in the roof and
so on; you knew that those jobs
needed doing and so you are not
surprised. But presently He starts
knocking the house about in a way
that hurts abominably and does not
seem to make any sense. What on
earth is He up to? The explanation
is that He is building quite a
different house from the one you
thought of—throwing out a new
wing here, putting on an extra floor
there, running up towers, making
courtyards. You thought you were
being made into a decent little
cottage: but He is building a palace.
He intends to come and live in it
Himself. 35

35

Mere Christianity 174.
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Surviving this sort of renovation
project requires absolute trust in the
builder (as we hope we can trust our
dentist when she begins drilling and
pulling, since we cannot see anything
being done to us). But let us not minimize
the terror involved. Though He’s good,
Aslan is not safe. Good spiritual direction
at this point can begin to uncover our
deepest human anxieties—revolving
normally around the interconnected fears
of failure, rejection, and abandonment.
On the other hand, let us
recognize that these fears arise not only
as apprehensions in the midst of earthly
life, but also carry a cosmic-eternal
dimension: how will we ever match up as
we stand accountable before God? Will
He, in the end, also criticize, reject, and
abandon us? Thank God, for grace! We
never need to earn the favor of divine
love. “He who did not withhold his own
Son, but gave him up for all of us, will he
not with him also give us everything else?
Who will bring any charge against God’s
elect?” (Romans 8:32-33) Still, trepidation
runs rampant in the human family. As
Orual surrenders in the afterlife before
the divine tribunal, she groans: “It was as
if my whole soul had been one tooth and
now that tooth was drawn. I was a gap.
And now I thought I had come to the very
bottom and that the gods could tell me no
worse.” 36 She has peered into the Cosmic
Abyss.
Of course, most of us, when we
die, “leave behind, on this side of heaven,
much unfinished business.” We die with
our
“life
projects
apparently
unfinished.” 37 Lewis admitted that the
process of purging that perfects us—what
theologians call sanctification—begins in
this life. Purgatory, he depicted as “a
C. S. Lewis, Till We Have Faces. San Diego:
Harcourt, 1984: 267.
37 Ronald Rolheiser, Forgotten Among the Lilies.
New York: Doubleday, 2005: 273. Zachary J. Hayes,
“The Purgatorial View,” in William Crockett, Four
Views on Hell. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996: 96.
36

process by which the work of redemption
continues, and first perhaps begins to be
noticed after death.” 38 Personally, Lewis
understood the doctrine as “intrinsically
probable,” but he admitted that it
belonged more within the realm of
private opinion for Christians rather than
as a fundamental of Christian dogma.
What if we come to the afterlife,
then, and discover our work of spiritual
transformation on earth is incomplete,
that our selfish darkness “can be undone,
but … cannot ‘develop’ into good…. [That]
the spell must be unwound, bit by bit,
‘with backward mutters of dissevering
power’—or else not?” What then? What
if we have unfinished business when we
die? And who among us—even the
greatest of our saints—ever feels like he
or she has arrived at that destination of
holiness we press on toward? In Mere
Christianity, Lewis poses an interesting
thought-experiment.
Christianity asserts that every
individual human being is going to
live for ever, and this must be either
true or false. Now there are a good
many things which would not be
worth bothering about if I were
going to live only 70 years, but
which I had better bother about
very seriously if I am going to live
for ever. Perhaps my bad temper or
my jealousy are gradually getting
worse—so gradually that the
increase in 70 years will not be very
noticeable. But it might be absolute
hell in a million years.” 39

If our growing up “into the full
measure of Christ” is a process that
Letter To Mrs Johnson (W) 11/8/52, in The
Collected Letters of C. S. Lewis, Vol. III: Narnia,
Cambridge, and Joy 1950-1963, ed. by Walter
Hooper New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2007,
p.245; see also the letters To Mary Willis Shelburne
28/7/60 p.1203; 9/1/61 p.1225-26; and 31/7/62,
p.1361.
39 Mere Christianity 73.
38
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continues after death, as Lewis insists, we
might as might well roll up our sleeves
and get started on the journey.
I began by suggesting that
spiritual formation, for C. S. Lewis, relates
primarily to what we as human beings are
becoming; and to that fundamental goal
God has in mind for us. God’s goal for us
is love: to ever deepen our relationship of
love with Him, bringing us into a union
where “we shall be like him”;40 and thus
exist eternally in communion with God
and with all other beings.
Understandably, we often protest
against soul-purifying trials.
Lewis
depicts human beings raising the same
sorts of complaints against heaven even
in the afterlife.
Ignatian spirituality
presupposes, in contrast, a providential
goodness at the heart of God, affirming
that God does not play nasty tricks on his
children—torturing them senselessly. He
does not give His beloved ones stones
when they ask for bread or scorpions for
fish (see Luke 11:11-13). Suffering that
refines us spiritually, instead, can be
considered as precisely what God knows
we need at the moment in order to draw
us closer into union with Him; for what
He cares about most is cultivating a
relationship of love with us. 41

1 John 3:2.
See David L. Fleming, What is Ignatian
Spirituality? Chicago: Loyola, 2008: 8; and William
A. Barry, Finding God in All Things: A Companion to
the Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius. Notre Dame:
Ave Maria, 1999, chapter one: “Can I Trust God?
Healing Life’s Hurts” 21-32.

40
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Few Return to the Sunlit Lands:
Lewis’s Classical Underworld in The Silver Chair
Benita Huffman Muth
Macon State College

In re-reading the Narnia books as
an adult, classical studies professor Emily
Wilson writes that Lewis fails to create a
world that “hangs together seamlessly
and convinces us of its reality on its own
terms. In Narnia, you can see the stitches
that patch a chunk from Mallory to a
gobbet from Ovid.”
John Goldthwaite
sometimes finds this mingling of
“incompatible borrowings [. . . as] the
uncomfortable murmurings of The Man
Who Read Too Much” (222), taking
particular issue with Lewis’ appropriation
of classical material to create a Christian
world (224). Yet today I wish to examine
these chunks and gobbets Lewis chooses,
the manner in which he stitches them
together, and the final effect of such a
compilation. Wilson and Goldthwaite
rightly
see
Lewis’s
extensive,
multifaceted, and unabashedly displayed
borrowing from other texts, but
mistakenly pass over these literary
allusions merely as a world-building short
cut or as evidence of intellectual
braggadocio
and
ideological
inconsistency. Instead, Lewis’ multiple
literary sources strategically point toward
his views of theology and humanity. For
example, Underland of The Silver Chair
reformulates classical motifs and Miltonic
references for a Christian purpose: to
create
an
Underland
markedly
differentiated from the 20th century’s
common, trivialized vision of Hell. In
doing so, The Silver Chair reflects Lewis’
position on what constitutes Hell and

asserts his commitment to individual free
will.
As his early interest in Greek
mythology and Aeneid translation testify,
classical motifs resonated with Lewis.
A.T. Reyes reminds us Virgil in particular
becomes a “personal touchstone” (6) for
Lewis. Virgil’s role in the development of
literary epic becomes central to Lewis’
scholarly work (9), and Virgil’s standing
as a pagan prophet of Christianity made
him a compelling model for both general
and personal religious parallels, as Lewis
found in Aeneas the type of one who finds
home after much wandering (7-8).
The Silver Chair’s Underland
echoes the classical Underworld: dark,
underground,
and
encompassing
immense space. Its first cavern “was full
of a dim, drowsy radiance” (125). It is “a
mild, soft sleepy place [. . .] with a quiet
sort of sadness like soft music” (215).
Like the Hades of Homer and the
Underworld of Virgil, the Underland is
highly populated – there are Earthmen,
strange creatures, the Giant Time -- and
these inhabitants are either asleep or
joyless. Just as Aeneas meets many
shades, Eustace, Jill, and Puddleglum meet
a hundred “dreadfully pale” (123)
Earthmen, who despite various forms
were “in one respect [. . .] all alike: every
face in the whole hundred was as sad as a
face could be” (123).
David Downing traces the
similarities in their journey to Aeneas’ in
Lewis’ Aeneid translation.
In both,
2
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travelers encounter a “ghostly multitude”
and strange, monstrous creatures. They
travel through a silent forest, cross dark
water in a leaky boat, encounter fiery
rivers, and learn secrets to aid their
escape. Downing also remarks that the
repeated commentary “Many fall down,
but few return to the sunlit lands” echoes
Dryden’s translation of the Sibyl’s
warning: “Smooth is the descent, and
easy is the way: / But to return, and view
the cheerful skies, / In this the task and
mighty labor lies.”
The invocation of the epic hero’s
underworld journey conveys mythic
scope and archetypal significance to
Lewis’ Underland, and Lewis’ classical
echoes do not confine themselves to
Virgil. Virgil’s epic itself responds to the
Odyssey, when Odysseus summons the
dead on his journey home. Also, Lewis’
travelers’ mission closely resembles
Orpheus’ journey to retrieve Euridyce,
Theseus’ plan to liberate Persephone, or
Herakles’ rescue of Alcestis. Like them,
Jill, Eustace, and Puddleglum come to
rescue the presumed-dead Rilian from a
shadowy underground realm.
Orpheus’ and Theseus’ failures
show the near-impossibility of this task.
External and internal dangers threaten its
completion. Theseus fails to exercise
proper wariness in the underworld.
Though he cannily refuses to eat, he gets
permanently stuck in his stone seat
(Martin 138), reminiscent of the Silver
Chair into which Rilian is bound every
night. While Orpheus gains Euridyce’s
release, that success is snatched away by
a failure in virtue, his impatience in
looking back (Martin 49). Likewise, this
mission is threatened by exterior perils -capture, imprisonment, and enchantment
– and even more jeopardizing selfsabotage -- their voluntary capitulation to
the Lady’s drugging insistence that there
is no Sun, no Overland, no Aslan.
None but heroes can expect to
return from such a realm, and not all of
them, as evidenced by Theseus’ failure.

His eventual rescue comes only at great
cost.
Herakles rips him out of his
imprisoning chair, leaving part of his
buttock behind (Martin 138). Rilian, too,
had been on a dangerous mission and
succumbed
to
an
imprisoning
enchantment. Rescue attempts cost the
lives of many heroes; Rilian himself
looses irreplaceable years with his father.
Thus, heroes can become victims, a threat
Jill, Eustace, and Puddleglum also face.
Such victims may be irretrievable, as was
Theseus’ companion Peirithoos. Herakles
elects to leave him behind, as wrecking
his chair would have caused Hades to
cave in (Martin 138). Although freed
from his chair, Rillian’s escape remains
uncertain, as the Lady’s death precipitates
Underland’s destruction.
In spite of classical resonance,
Donald Glover finds The Silver Chair’s
Underland disappointing; not noting its
classical sources, he calls it “dull and
drowsy rather than sinister” (168). So it
is worth noting that Lewis had other
underworld models he might have
foregrounded. Lewis is certainly not the
first to create an underworld with
classical flavor to evoke Christian
concerns; both Dante and Milton connect
their overtly Christian infernal worlds to
classical models.
More prominent
allusions to either would have added
more thrill and menace and likely would
have more strongly evoked Christian
reference for a popular audience.
Milton’s Hell in particular with its fire,
sulfur, and the “darkness visible” (1.63) of
its burning lake has influenced English
visions of the underworld. Lewis’
scholarship was firmly grounded in
Milton, as his Preface to Paradise Lost
testifies. He also frequently draws from
and manipulates Miltonic sources in his
fiction, as in Perelandra and The
Magician’s Nephew, to name only two
examples (Hannay 73-90, Baird 30-33,
and Muth).
Miltonic echoes are also present
in Underland. Milton’s Satan prefers to
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“reign in Hell rather than serve in
Heaven” (1.262) and thus consolidates
power to create a kingdom.
He
appropriates the region into which he has
been thrown, recruits others, and directs
their building of Pandemonium. The
Green Lady also has claimed an
undesirable property and recruited a
work force to recreate a kingdom,
complete with castle.
Like Satan,
dissatisfied, she plans a stealth attack on
Aslan’s Narnia, beginning with the
successful corruption of Rilian. As surely
as Adam and Eve, Rilian exchanges his
inheritance for self-deluded enchantment.
He thus becomes the Lady’s tool for
conquering his own country, with puppet
rulership as his reward. As with Milton’s
Adam and Eve, recognition and
repentance are his first steps toward
redemption
from
the
severe
consequences.
Clearly Lewis can – and frequently
does – riff on Milton. Yet the most
pronounced and frequent echoes in
Underland’s geography are classical, not
Miltonic. Even where echoes of Milton’s
Hell are present in the geography of
Underland, they are evoked only to be
instantly reformed. For example, Golg’s
description of Bism recalls Milton’s Hell,
then sharply differentiates Underland
from it. Certainly, fiery Bism initially
suggests the traditional English hell
evoked by Milton:
A strong heat smote up into their
faces, mixed with a smell which was
quite unlike any they had ever
smelled [. . . .] The depth of the
chasm was as bright that at first it
dazzled their eyes and they could
see nothing. When they got used to
it, they thought they could make out
a river of fire, and, on the banks of
the river, what seemed to be fields
and groves of an unbearable, hot
brilliance. (180)

Yet despite the fire and smell, the full
description shows this not Milton’s Hell:

no “darkness visible” here, as the
account emphasizes light and brilliance,
and viewers eventually come to see.
Rather than “ever-burning Sulphur”
(Milton 1.69), Bism’s smell is “rich,
sharp, exciting, and made you sneeze”
(The Silver Chair 180). Its colors remind
of “a very good stained-glass window
with the tropical sun staring straight
through it at mid-day” (180). Instead of
Miltonic fallen angels ripping “the
bowels of their mother Earth” for
precious metal (Milton 1.687), gold and
gems are “alive and growing” (The Silver
Chair 182) and may be squeezed for
drink. Bism is a wondrous part of a
fantastic
Narnian
creation,
and
definitively not Milton’s Hell.
Nor is Underland a classical
Tartarus.
Just as tweaking Miltonic
expectations highlights the significant
differences between this place and Hell,
Lewis’ tweaking of the classical
expectations the text more obviously
evokes emphasizes the differences
between Underland and its more
prominent models. The Silver Chair’s
Underland is not a place of supernatural
insight: its characters have not travelled
there to receive prophesy. They do not,
like Aeneas and Odysseus, consult with
the Sybil or Tiresius. While they see
much, they meet with no dead spirits, a
common feature of Aeneas’, Odysseus’,
and later Dante’s journeys. Although a
place of imprisonment, Underland is not a
place that metes out judgment, as Salwa
Khaddam has also noted (93). It holds no
earned rewards or punishments, no
Elysium Fields, no Sisyphus or Tantalus.
While classical echoes connect the text
with other epic journeys, marked
revisions differentiate this place from any
realm of the dead, either classical or
Christian.
These differences resonate in a
distinctly Christian way. Goldthwaite
criticizes Lewis’ classical allusions,
claiming they create a “theological
morass” (224) and that associating
4
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Christianity with “a dead make-believe”
could imply Christianity is itself merely
make-believe (235). Yet it is the revision,
not the mere appropriation, of classical
moments, that contribute to Lewis’
Christian themes.
As Lewis says in
response to what he sees as the
shortsighted habit of measuring Virgil by
Homer, “Nothing separates him [Virgil] so
sharply from Homer” as his “theme of the
great transition,” seen most distinctly in
“places where they are superficially most
alike” (A Preface to Paradise Lost 37) . In
a similar fashion, nothing separates Lewis
so sharply from the classical world view
as his Christian themes, and those are
seen most distinctly in those places which
are superficially most alike, such as in
Underland.
While superficially classical, this
journey into Underland is markedly
different from its sources in the
independent action and success of its
ordinary travelers. The Silver Chair’s
travelers meet no prophets or teachers.
Instead, Jill has much earlier conferred
face-to-face with Aslan, and although
given guiding Signs, they must otherwise
fulfill their task using their own insight,
without Odysseus’ rituals to map actions
or Aeneas’ Golden Bough to assure
passage. They are also, significantly, not
warriors or poets, but unlikely children
and a melancholic Marshwiggle who
nevertheless succeed where others fail.
Even Herakles decides leaving Peirithoos
is the better part of valor, but Puddleglum
does not give up, crushing the drugged
fire and holding his faith in Narnia and
Aslan. Nor has Rilian become a passive
prisoner like Theseus.
Instead he
participates in his own rescue by
destroying the chair and killing the Lady.
Thus, their success confirms the power of
ordinary people who voluntarily follow
Aslan’s guidance and their own
consciences.
The
differences
between
imprisoned inhabitants, like Rilian and
the Earthmen, are also telling. In Homer’s

and Virgil’s epics, as incidental episodes
in the visit, heroes are asked to help
spirits rest in death; in The Silver Chair,
the specific, primary goal of Lewis’
travelers is to free the living to live more
abundant life. One set of parallels and
distinctions is particularly pointed. In
the Aeneid, Aeneas’ former companion
Palinurus begs Aeneas to help him cross
the Styx by either throwing dust on his
unburied body or taking him across now
by the hand. Lewis translates his plea,
“But by thy father’s name, by young Iulus,
now /full of thy hopes, by heaven’s sweet
light and wind, oh thou / Unconquerable,
I thee adjure; out of this woe / Save me”
(6.362-365). Bound in the Silver Chair
and for an hour disenchanted, Rilian says,
“For once and for all [. . .] I adjure you to
set me free. By all fears and all loves, by
the bright skies of the Overland, by the
Great Lion, by Aslan himself, I charge you”
(145).
Rilian’s language echoes
Palinurus’s.
Both make commanding
appeals for release from a shadowy,
marginal existence, and each invoke
strong loves and the sun. Palinurus
commands Aeneas by “thy father’s name,”
Rilian by Aslan’s, surely a subtle
connection between God the Father and
Aslan.
The listeners’ power to respond
marks a key difference between The Silver
Chair and its classical model. Aeneas
cannot respond.
He is far from
Palinurus’s body and cannot offer him the
hand Palinurus requests to cross the
river, as the Sybil says that prayers
cannot bend eternal wills and calls it a
“fell desire” to cross the river unburied
and unbid (6.374).
Conversely, Jill,
Eustace, and Puddleglum do have power
to act and can in fact free Rilian. Rilian’s
use of Aslan’s name is one of Jill’s Signs
and the only one they do not mistake.
Despite their fear, they can and do act.
In addition, the potential for
complete satisfaction and success is
stronger. The Sybil does assure Palinurus
his body will receive funeral rites: “And
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so the dead man’s care is stilled, and woes
subside in part.” Yet Palinurus’ “woes
subside [only] in part,” while Rilian is
fully restored to his identity. Neither
rescue is yet finished; Palinurus is not yet
buried and Rilian has not yet physically
escaped, but the difference in eventual
destination is clear. Palinurus will cross
the Styx and join the dead, his most
ambitious desire not to “miss death’s
quietness” (6.371). Rilian could rejoin the
living. Palinurus ultimately has no choice
about where he goes.
Yet Rilian’s
destination, as evidenced by his two
subsequent bouts of temptation, is from
this point largely in his own hands.
Such source revision highlights
one of Lewis’ strongest spiritual
commitments: the ability of humanity to
choose their spiritual path. Lewis goes to
some trouble to give Underland mythic
quality while distinguishing it from either
Hell or Tartartus. By doing this he makes
in his fictional world the distinction he
sees necessary in The Problem of Pain:
separating the doctrine of Hell from the
imagery of it (124) as a physical location
of inescapable torment for wrongdoers,
an idea so easily subject to selfrighteousness and trivialization. In both
The Problem of Pain and A Preface to
Paradise Lost, Lewis presents Hell as a
place in which “the doors [. . .] are locked
from the inside” (Problem 127, Preface to
Paradise Lost 105). To underscore the
difference between Lewis’ conception of
Hell and the popular idea of Hell as a
single prison with a divine jailor, The
Silver Chair offers other potential hells
besides Underland into which characters
voluntarily enter and from which they
have the ability to escape. These include
the giant city of Harfang; had they stayed,
they would have ultimately been
consumed,
like
Screwtape
and
Wormwood’s patients. The human world
has the Experiment House. Previously,
Eustace himself has contributed to its
character; his current behavior at the
book’s beginning has started to resist and

change it; and at the book’s end, this hell
is harrowed by Eustace, Jill, Caspian, and
Aslan.
Likewise,
other
imprisoning
places in the Chronicles of Narnia initially
seem Hellish, yet prove escapable. In The
Voyage of the Dawn Treader, Rhoop
spends years on an island tormented, not
due to a deity’s punishing justice, but due
to his own choice to come and his own
dreams.
The stable into which Jill,
Eustace, and Tirian are thrown in The Last
Battle actually leads them to Aslan’s
county. The dwarfs find it a prison
because they choose. Like these places,
Underland could become hell but only
incidentally, if characters chose to make
them so. This fact highlights the ideal that
the combination of Christ’s sacrifice and
human free will means a soul’s residence
is not inevitable and largely subject to
choice.
This self-imposed mental prison is
the real Hell for Lewis; as he writes in a
1946 letter to Arthur Greaves (13 May),
the hell which exists in the mind “is actual
enough” (508). Any who wish can leave
The Great Divorce’s ever-growing city.
That expansive city with ample bus
service is later put in new perspective by
George MacDonald’s revelation of its
actual smallness and his explanation of a
damned soul, which “is nearly nothing: it
is shrunk, shut up in itself” (139).
Similarly, the mental hells of The Silver
Chair are much more dangerous than the
physical Underland. Jill and Eustace are
closer to Hell on the open moors
neglecting the signs than when captured
in Underland.
Rilian is closer to
damnation when riding outdoors but
enchanted than when bound in the chair
but lucid. Their greatest peril comes not
when Underland’s sea threatens to engulf
them all, but when they start to accept the
Green Lady’s pleasant pseudo-logic and
its much smaller world, devoid of sun,
Overland, and Aslan.
Rather than being mere illstitched gobbets recycled from other
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writers, Lewis’ allusion to classical
underworlds and his transformations of
those allusions emphasize that this
fictional place, although dangerous, is not
Hell, at least not that geographical
imagery so common to and so easily
dismissed
by
the
20th-century
imagination; nor is it the more
threatening self-imposed, mental Hell of
Lewis’ thought, unless one makes it so.
Here, as in Lewis’s other writing, Hell is
not a prison into which one is thrown, but
mental and spiritual confinement entered
voluntarily. As he writes in “The Trouble
with X,” ”It’s not a question of God
‘sending’ us to Hell. In each of us there is
something growing up which will of itself
be Hell unless it is nipped in the bud”
(155). Choosing exit is possible, too,
although not always easy. Sallowpad the
Raven says it well of the Tisroc’s palace:
“Easily in, but not easily out, as the lobster
said in the lobster pot” (67). Human
beings may so embed themselves, as
Rilian has done, that they need aid to save
themselves. Or they might breathe too
deeply of enchantment, move too far from
the bus-stop, retreat into too dark a
stable, or shrink their souls too small for
any but the God’s help. As The Great
Divorce’s George MacDonald says, “Only
the Greatest of all can make Himself small
enough to enter Hell” (139). Our Narnian
characters are, thankfully, not so small in
soul as to forego their escape, and in that
lies the victory of their return.
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“A Wild Hope”:
Resurrection Bodies and Lewis’s The Last Battle
Michael P. Muth
Wesleyan College

In his rather strange discussion of
Lewis’ Chronicles of Narnia in The Natural
History of Make-Believe, John Goldthwaite
chastises Lewis for even conceiving to
write The Last Battle, which brings the
Chronicles and Narnia to a conclusion
with the end of a world and its judgment
by its Creator – though Goldthwaite
thinks this was a poor decision because
he believed Lewis bereft of the humility
needed to pull off such an apocalyptic
judgment (243). Philip Pullman is equally
offended by The Last Battle, calling the
end of the book “one of the most vile
moments in the whole of children’s
literature,” proof of Lewis’ “life-hating
ideology” in which “death is better than
life” (“Darkside”). Narnia, Pullman says,
always seemed to him “to be marked by a
hatred of the physical world” (“Dark
Agenda”). I find it is hard to take
Goldthwaite’s virulent attack very
seriously, since it is largely an ad
hominem – Goldthwaite interprets Narnia
as a literary expression of Lewis’ warped
personality – his reactionary alienation
from modernity and his apparent
neuroses (especially, it seems, a
pathological hatred of women, or perhaps
just
of
Elizabeth
Anscombe).
Goldthwaite’s diatribe thus bypasses
argument and even the literature he is
supposedly interpreting in favor of a
pathetic attempt at psychoanalysis (by, of
course, a non-expert).
Pullman’s attack is at least
substantive, though it too is based on an

interpretation that is uncharitable at best
and willfully perverse at worst, and which
echoes rather palely the work of a much
more coherent and insightful atheist –
Friedrich Nietzsche. Pullman’s disgust
with The Last Battle centers on two
incidents – the death of the Pevensies and
their friends in a railroad accident that
brings them inside the stable and into the
heavenly Narnia; and Susan’s absence
from the stable, which Pullman
perversely
misreads
as
Lewis’
condemnation of her to hell for, as best I
can make out, her developing sexuality.
These two incidents for Pullman mark
Lewis’ “hatred for the physical world”
since, as Pullman sees it, they represent
his rejection of the natural change and
development of human bodies – the
Pevensies are not allowed to grow up and
do good works in the world and Susan is
sent to hell for becoming a sexually
awakened teenager. The Chronicles are
thus mere “propaganda in the service of a
life-hating ideology,” in which death is
preferred over life. Pullman, of course, is
really a sort of third-rate Nietzsche
ventriloquist – or perhaps he’s the
dummy, since the charges against Lewis
are really Nietzsche’s against Christianity
and Western thought as a whole – the
claim that Christianity (as well as its
secular imitators) is life-denying because
it hates bodies, the locus of the senses and
thus of pain as well as pleasure, and the
natural processes of bodies, sex and childbirth in particular.
2
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I am sure that you already gather
that I think Goldthwaite and Pullman – as
well as Nietzsche – to be quite wrong.
Neither the Lewis of The Chronicles of
Narnia nor Christianity hate life, bodies
and their processes (even sex), and the
physical world in general (Christianity
claims that God made the world, after all).
In particular I think their charges involve
a misunderstanding (willful or not) of
Christian views – including Lewis’ – about
the body. I’m not sure that a detailed
direct response to Pullman and
Goldthwaite would be particularly helpful
– though Michael Ward has written a nice
response to Pullman – since their vision
of reality is so very different from Lewis’
and the larger Christian tradition (which
is quite odd in the case of Goldthwaite
who seems to be a Christian himself).
Instead of a direct assault on these
readings and misreadings, I want to use
Lewis’ The Last Battle as an expression of
Christian hope and desire about and for
bodies. The resurrection bodies of Narnia
present “a wild hope” that has been a part
of Christianity since the beginning – the
hope that our bodies are our bodies, that
they are part of who and what we are and
that the whole of us – soul and body – will
be saved. This hope however is grounded
in the belief that our bodies are more than
our bodies, i.e., that our bodies are our
own only when they are incorporated into
Christ’s body.
Much popular thinking about the
afterlife in contemporary American
culture is shaped not by Scripture or
Christian tradition, but by nineteenth and
twentieth century spiritualism and its
background in the works of the
eighteenth-century mystic and prophet,
Emanuel Swedenborg – heaven is a sort of
cloud-place (or really, an ethereal or
spiritual place) where our souls go once
they leave the body behind in death,
where we meet all our loved ones who we
have missed since their own deaths. In
many ways, of course, such a vision of
human existence after death – where the

body is merely an inessential aspect of the
self, like an old suit that can be cast off
when outworn – is a perfect target for the
Nietzschean attack that Christianity hates
and rejects the body.
This popular view bears a
superficial resemblance to Eastern
reincarnation
and
Platonic
metempsychosis, which both seek the
soul’s escape from a body that is the
source of suffering and delusion, but none
of them has anything to do with
traditional Christian views on the
aftermath of death – God’s act of
recreation in the resurrection of bodies
and the renewal of the world He created.
The bodiliness of continued human
existence in the doctrine of the
resurrection is stated emphatically in the
Gospel accounts of Jesus’ Easter and postEaster appearances, where He invites
Thomas to put his hand in His wounds
and eats meals with the disciples, and by
Paul, especially in 1 Corinthians 15,
where the meaning of Christian faith and
hope is contained in the resurrection of
Christ and the promise of the resurrection
of the dead in general. What we find in
both Paul and the Gospels are two
intertwined themes of the resurrection –
the bodiliness or corporeality of the
resurrection, as well as the idea of some
sort of transformation of the body, i.e.
themes both of continuity of body – the
resurrection body is a body that comes
from my present body – combined with
transformation or change of the body –
the resurrection body is a body, but
somehow also different. Paul’s image of
the seed or kernel that dies in the earth
but then sprouts into wheat captures both
of these themes – the seed is somehow
carried into the mature plant, but the
plant is other, and perhaps more, than the
seed:
So it is with the resurrection of the
dead. What is sown is perishable,
what is raised is imperishable. It is
sown in dishonor, it is raised in
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glory. It is sown in weakness, it is
raised in power. It is sown a
physical body, it is raised a spiritual
body. (1 Cor. 15: 42-44)

So what is raised is changed and yet in
continuity with what was there before –
we are raised, not something else in our
place, so there is continuity, but that body
will be transformed in some way. What is
raised Paul calls a “spiritual body,”
without explaining exactly what that
means – the term seems oxymoronic, but
Paul seems quite serious and Christian
thinkers after Paul struggled to make
sense of this peculiar term. All of them,
however, emphasized the continuity
between our present bodies and our
resurrection bodies.
Certainly Lewis
reflects this sense of continuity in The
Last Battle. Each of the characters in the
New Narnia is recognizable (to other
characters and the reader) as that
character – Lucy is clearly Lucy, Edmund
Edmund, and even Mount Pire is
recognizable as Mount Pire. And of
course Lewis depicts the characters as
physically present – they run, talk, hug,
and eat fruit.
I do not wish to go into the entire
history of Christian discussions of
resurrection bodies. Caroline Walker
Bynum’s The Resurrection of the Body in
Western Christianity, 200-1336 does an
admirable job of bringing many themes
and concerns to light (though she has an
annoying penchant for interpreting texts
in terms of the cultural “anxieties” they
supposedly reveal).
But this history
makes clear the commitment of Christian
thinkers to the very physical stuff of the
resurrection body and its continuity with
our present bodies. From fairly early on,
Christian thinkers became almost
obsessed with the desire for all the matter
that composes the body to be brought
back together into an integrated body;
their principle concern seems to have
been the integrity of the bodies of martyrs
and the power of their relics to heal.

Surely the bodies that endured so much
for their love of Christ, and whose every
part can bring healing, would not be
abandoned by Christ on the day of
resurrection. Thus, thinkers such as
Augustine, while not rejecting Paul’s seed
image, turn to different images, some of
them less organic – such as a potter
rethrowing a pot or a sculptor recasting a
sculpture – and others organic but a far
cry from the seed, such as the image of
the earth and animals regurgitating parts
of bodies so that God can reassemble
them into the person they used to
compose. What Augustine and others
believed they needed in order to make
sense of the resurrection body was both
continuity of matter and integrity of
structure in order to preserve the identity
and wholeness of the person – if the
resurrected person was to be me, the
body must be mine, right down to the
material constituent bits, though they
don’t have to be in the same place as
before.
The details of the speculations –
which can seem comical or even bizarre
to us, such as when they asked: “If a lion
eats a martyr’s arm and the lion is then
eaten by another person, who gets the
material bits of the arm in the
resurrection?” – are not as important to
my present purposes as the clear
dedication they exhibit on the part of
these Christian thinkers to the
particularities of the body. They are not
imaging a disembodied soul entering
some ethereal, spiritual realm, but bodies
of flesh and blood. Which introduces a
seeming problem, for Paul writes that
“Flesh and blood will not possess the
kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 15:50). An
interesting response to this, echoed in
Lewis’ Miracles, comes from Hugh of St.
Victor in the twelfth century, who argues
that what Paul means is not that spiritual
bodies will not be flesh – after all, Luke
informs us that Jesus Himself referred to
His resurrection body as flesh and bones
(Luke 24:40) – but rather that the
4
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harmony between flesh and spirit will be
so restored that the body could be called
spiritual:
Now in so far as pertains to [the]
substance [of the resurrected
body], even then there will be flesh.
Thus the Apostle says: “It is sown a
natural body, it shall rise a spiritual
body,” (1 Cor. 44), because so great
will be the harmony of flesh and
spirit that, while the spirit vivifies
the subject flesh without the
support of any insatiable desire,
nothing from ourselves will oppose
ourselves but, just as we suffer no
enemy outwardly, so we shall not
suffer ourselves as enemies within.
(Sacraments 460)

Lewis speculates much the same thing in
Miracles: “The whole conception of the
New Creation includes the belief that the
estrangement [of the soul and body] will
be healed….Every state of affairs in the
New Nature will be the perfect expression
of a spiritual state and every spiritual
state the perfect informing of, and bloom
upon, a state of affairs…” (261-2).
This argument is key for Hugh’s
understanding of the second theme of
resurrection
bodies,
i.e.,
their
transformation or change – they both are,
and yet are not, the same bodies that we
possess now. For Hugh, the body is
different because the resurrection body is
fit for existence in the heavens, which he
imagines quite spatially, as the area above
the sublunar realm, the region composed
of four elements, earth, water, air, in fire,
in ascending order. Our bodies, made
primarily of earthy stuff, belong down at
the center of the universal system, yet
resurrection bodies can exist out of place,
in the regions above even air and fire, in
apparent violation of the laws structuring
the physical world (463).
The
resurrection body is different, capable of
things our present body is not, because,
Hugh claims, the resurrection will reverse
the fallen relation of bodily rebellion and

restore the proper relation of soul and
body.
This transformed relationship of
soul and body that Hugh and Lewis
suggest – soul having perfect mastery of
body and body delighting in and
responding perfectly to the soul – leads to
bodies that are strange, as Lewis depicts
in the last chapters of The Last Battle. It is
worth noting that the story begins with
the apparent transformation of a body –
the seeming transformation of the body of
Puzzle from a donkey-body into a lionbody, or even as Shift claims into Aslan’s
body. This is not, of course, a real
transformation – Puzzle is not really
changed into a divine being, but remains
merely Puzzle the donkey. We have only
the simulacrum of transformation, a
parody of the real change that comes
later: the God-effected transformation of
earthly bodies, including Puzzle’s, into
spiritual bodies.
It is the truly
transformed body that Lewis depicts in
the last chapters of The Last Battle, bodies
that are youthfully whole (even bodies
that had been injured or grown old),
capable of focusing the eyes on incredibly
distant objects, able to run as fast as a
unicorn runs or an eagle flies without
tiring, and even able to swim up
waterfalls, “the sort of thing,” the narrator
tells us, “that would have been quite
impossible in our world. Even if you
hadn’t been drowned, you would have
been smashed to pieces by the terrible
weight of water against the countless jags
of rock. But in that world you could do it”
(174). Even the topography of the Real
Narnia is recognizably like the old Narnia,
Mount Pire and the pass into Archenland
are like the ones they knew, “‘And yet
they’re not like,’ said Lucy. ‘They’re
different. They have more colors on them
and they look further away than I
remembered
and
they’re
more…more…oh, I don’t know….’ ‘More
like the real thing,’ said the Lord Digory
softly” (168-9).
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The model, of course, for the
resurrection body, for Augustine and
Hugh as well as Lewis, is the body of
Christ, the only example Scripture gives
us of a resurrected body, and that is itself
a strange body indeed, and becomes
stranger the more we consider it. Christ’s
resurrection body seems capable of
moving through walls – on several
occasions He comes to the disciples inside
locked rooms (John 20). It can disappear,
as it did from the two He walked and ate
with on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24). It
can be strangely hard to recognize, as the
two on the road did not recognize Him,
nor did Mary, when she mistook Him for
the gardener (John 20). Yet His is
definitely a very physical body – when the
Disciples in fear believe Him to be a ghost,
He responds, “See my hands and my feet,
that it is I myself; handle me and see; for a
spirit has not flesh and bones as you see
that I have” (Luke 24:39-40), and then
eats a piece of broiled fish.
The strangeness of Jesus’ body
was actually there even before the
resurrection. As Graham Ward puts it:
“From the moment of the incarnation this
body…is physically human and subject to
all the infirmities of being such, and yet is
also a body looking backward to the
perfect Adamic corporeality and forward
to the corporeality of the resurrection”
(164). It is a body not conceived as all
other post-Adamic bodies are, and is
capable of walking on water, healing
infirmities, transforming water into wine,
and multiplying the physical matter of
bread and fish to feed thousands. It is a
body transfigured on the Mount of Olives,
becoming radiant or translucent, in face
and even clothes.
But the body of Jesus, both before
and after the crucifixion and resurrection,
is stranger still, a body that in fact
disturbs our metaphysical expectations
about bodies, which we think of as
discrete, individual, and unified wholes,
dependent upon and following all the
laws of natural forces, brought together

into an integral whole through those
forces and eventually dismantled by
them.
But Jesus’ body insists on
extending beyond the boundaries of its
skin. At the final Passover meal shared
with His disciples, Jesus “took bread, and
blessed, and broke it, and gave it to them
and said, ‘Take; this is my body’” (Mark
14:22). It is, of course, possible to
understand Jesus’ words as symbolic or
metaphorical, the breaking and handing
over of the bread being a symbol for the
coming crucifixion, where His body is
broken and salvation extended to
humanity. But another long-standing
tradition of the Church has been to take
this literally – that the bread, broken and
extended to His disciples, is the breaking
and handing over of Jesus’ body, a
metaphysical absurdity, or as Graham
Ward puts it “an ontological scandal”
(168):
What had throughout the Gospel
story been an unstable body is now
to be understood as an extendable
body. For it is not that Jesus, at this
point, stops being a physical
presence.
It is more that his
physical presence can extend to
incorporate other bodies, like
bread, and make them extensions of
his own. (167)

It is this strange body, that extends itself
beyond its expected boundaries (its skin)
in the Eucharist, that extends itself
further through its breaking and spilling
out in the crucifixion, its defeat of death
and promise for the future in the
resurrection, and its absencing as an
object presence in the Ascension – all of
which extends and enlarges Christ’s body
so that, not just incorporating bread and
wine into itself, it incorporates other
bodies – those of His followers – into it as
the Church. And so Christ’s body violates
or explodes our expectations of the
nature of body: not a discrete whole, but
an extended organism; not a bounded
individual, but an interpenetrating
6
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community. And yet still an integral body,
identifiable as the Body of Christ (even if
not obvious to each of us).
As Lucy and Peter and Edmund
and their friends go further up and
further in, they encounter more and more
characters that have inhabited the Narnia
stories – Reepicheep, Bree, the Beavers,
Trumpkin, Trufflehunter, Puddleglum,
Tumnus (even their own parents at a
distance). It would be easy to see this as a
capitulation
to
the
sentimental,
Swedenborgian notion of heaven – and
perhaps to an extent it is (I admit that I
tear up a little at this point in the story).
But I will read these moments as instead
Lewis’ expression of this extended body
of Christ (of Aslan?) – this is not just a
sentimental moment where we meet all
our loved ones, but the recognition that
these characters are the members of the
extended body of Christ, the cells and
organs of the Church. It is not nostalgia
and saccharine sentimentalism that
drives these incidents and our emotional
reaction to them – it is that “wild hope” of
the believer that they and we are
incorporated into one corpus, the body of
our Lord and Savior.
I began this paper with references
to Goldthwaite and Pullman and I wish to
return to them, or at least to Pullman
(though it feels like returning into Plato’s
cave after struggling out into the light). I
hope it is clear why I think a direct
response to Pullman is difficult. The
metaphysical and ontological divide
between Pullman and Lewis (as well as
the larger Christian tradition) is so large
that communication is itself seemingly
impossible. Lewis’ Christian vision of
reality is of a world wider than the
natural world and its laws, a reality that is
only because God is, and where Christ
extends His body so as to incorporate all
who would into it, a reality where human
hopes and desires, aimed beyond self to
Christ and to others in Christ, are not
locked within the boundaries of our
lonely skins. Pullman’s reality is only

natural and so he cannot imagine such
hopes and desires, which in his world
must collapse continually back into the
limited, individual, self-contained, skinwrapped body. It is perhaps only natural
that his trilogy, His Dark Materials, ends
with two teenagers having sex in a
garden. Certainly this is a self-conscious
parody of Adam and Eve, but it is also the
best Pullman can imagine to satisfy the
desire, as real for him as for Lewis or
Paul, to get beyond oneself into true
communion with others. It is then almost,
but not quite, a parody of the Body of
Christ. Lewis has a better imagination
and thus can have a wild hope – the wild
hope of all Christians – that our bodies
are ours and yet not alone – that through
their incorporation into a larger reality,
into the extended body of Christ, our
bodies are both ours and God’s.
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C.S. Lewis:
An Overlooked 1963 Monograph by Roger Lancelyn Green
William O’Flaherty

The
first
full-length
(and
authorized) biography of Lewis was
published in 1974. One of its authors was
Roger Lancelyn Green. Few are aware of
(or have even seen) a monograph he wrote
before Lewis's death about Jack's life and
writings. While Jack saw and approved of
the manuscript in 1960 it wasn't released
until the same year he died. The purpose of
this paper is to review what Green
presented in this work and why it should
not be neglected.
Books about C.S. Lewis have come
and gone over the years. After reading
some you may have asked yourself why
the author bothered to even have it
published. All writers wish their work will
have some historical significance. Yet, the
impact of some books (or even people)
may not be known until many years later.
And then, sadly sometimes such positive
impact is overshadowed when more
recent contributions occur. Take an
example from the realm of science.
Newton is still respected for his work, but
when the average person is asked to
name a genius it is the name of Einstein
that falls from their lips.
Even during C.S. Lewis's lifetime
he experienced this phenomenon
regarding his writings. The Problem of
Pain (1940) opened doors for Jack, but
when compared to the impact of The
Screwtape Letters (1942) its significance
appears minor. The Atlantic Monthly (in
September, 1946) published an article by

Chad Walsh where Jack was declared
"Apostle to the Skeptics." But then a year
later (on September 8, 1947) Lewis
graced the cover of Time magazine and
today few people are aware of the former
achievement. Yet it was the Walsh article
that lead to the first book in May 1949
about Jack's life and work. All this was
then completely eclipsed (at least in the
public's mind) by the creation of the
Narnia books.
All this is related to my topic
because the memory of Roger Lancelyn
Green's monograph from 1963, simply
entitled C.S. Lewis, is all but forgotten
because of other books about Jack since
his death that same year. One C.S. Lewis
Society that has an exhaustive list of
books online by and about him was
contacted by the author about the
exclusion of Green's book and the email
reply insisted that they had it included,
stating I must be referring to the 1974
biography by Green and Hooper. I even
had three Lewis scholars tell me they had
never heard of it before I mentioned it to
them. Another who knew of the book told
me that ten years ago they were unable to
find a copy of it at the Cambridge
University Library! Therefore, my
proposal is that Green's work is a
neglected book that should not be ignored
because of its age.
This 1963 monograph is part of
what might be considered "first
generational" books on Lewis. It and
others from the same time period are
2

C.S. Lewis · William O’Flaherty

obviously not the most comprehensive
resources about Jack and his works, but
they are useful snapshots of what was
known at the time, or at least publically
discussed about him and his works. In
fact, if you are well read on books about
Lewis it would benefit you to try to put
out of your mind what you already know
to enjoy this and other material from the
1960's.
It's important to note that Green's
work is not meant to be a biography (as
the 1974 book he co-authored was the
first complete one). In fact, as a
monograph it is by definition a short
book. As you know, typically a monograph
is a research or scholarly work on a
single, specific topic. Usually an expert in
a certain field will write one for others in
that same field of study. According to the
inside of the book cover C.S. Lewis was
part of a
"...series of short, critical accounts of
the life and work of eminent
children's authors. As such they form
a useful introduction to the field of
children's literature, not only for
teachers and librarians, but for
everyone interested in children's
books."

The remainder of this article will
provide an overview of what you can
expect to find in Green's 65-page work.
But before doing so, it's important to
underscore a few additional facts. First,
Jack knew about this book. He wrote a
letter to Roger on March 23, 1960 stating
"Thanks–I shall get my teeth into the
monograph with great zest” (Lewis, C. S.
The Collected Letters of C.S. Lewis, Volume
3. (Harper Collins, Inc., 2007) p. 1140.).
The 1974 Green/Hooper biography says
Jack did indeed read the manuscript and
afterwards approved of it (Green, Roger
and Hooper, Walter
C.S. Lewis: A
Biography. (Harcourt Brace & Company,
1994), p. 8.). Green was a student at
Oxford and attended some of Lewis's
lectures and later became close friends

with Jack. Lewis even asked Green to
become his biographer (Griffin, William
C.S. Lewis: The Authentic Voice.(Lion
Hudson plc, 2005) pp. 302-303). Green
was himself an established authority on
children's literature. The general public
know him for his retelling of Robin Hood
in The Adventures of Robin Hood.
Finally, it is unfortunately not
clear when in 1963 C.S. Lewis was
released. Communications this author had
with the Marion E. Wade Center and
Walter Hooper failed to establish the
exact date of publication. Because Jack's
death is not mentioned in the work it is all
but certain that it was at least finished
before his passing if not publically
released before he died.
The book itself is divided into four
chapters with an appendix that list books
and articles by Lewis and about him.
Chapter one is called "Thulcandra." This
is, of course, the name for Earth from his
trilogy of science fiction books. It covers
twelve pages and provides biographical
information on Jack with the intent on
providing insight into what influenced his
writings.
Green immediately addressed an
issue Lewis wrote about in The Personal
Hersey that a person shouldn't be
concerned with an author's life. He states,
"In the case of a writer of children's books
there is certainly some excuse for
curiosity about his own childhood, as
about his own literary preferences and
how he came to have them."
There is a liberal amount of
quotes but no mention is made of the
source. However, anyone vaguely familiar
with Surprised by Joy will notice they are
from this autobiography. Even though the
quotes are numerous, Green weaves them
in seamlessly and appears to provide a
good summary of Jack's boyhood and teen
years. We learn of “The sure
companionship of books” after his mom
died. Glimpses of his learning and
interests seen in later works, such as Till
We Have Faces, That Hideous Strength,
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Mere Christianity, and Narnia. When Jack
began "to think in Greek. That is the great
Rubicon to cross in learning any
language."
The second chapter, "Perelandra,"
notes there were various omissions about
Jack's life that can be found in Surprised
by Joy. Then he devotes a couple of
paragraphs to the concept of "joy," saying
"even to describe the experience is
difficult and dangerous."
After this he returns briefly to
being more biographical, noting that once
Jack was a teacher at Oxford "he proved
to be one of the most successful and
stimulating tutors of his time." (Which
Green knew of firsthand). In short order
this chapter of also twelve pages skims
through most of the books Jack wrote in
the 30's and 40's, while also mentioning
the later ones and giving just a passing
reference to Narnia. At this time Green
admits that the Narnia stories "may be
beginning to usurp" the popularity of The
Screwtape Letters.
Green also acknowledges two
sides to Jack. One is the already
mentioned “Apostle to the Sceptics,” and
on the other side he is seen as a
"Romancer." This is an expression he
admits that Jack didn’t care much for.
Then Green goes into great detail about
the first two books in Jack's science
fiction trilogy, calling Perelandra "an
incomparably more important book.”
"Narnia," the third chapter
contains the most pages at sixteen. The
theme is obvious, but it begins with a
quote from Perelandra and a few
paragraphs later a quote from That
Hideous Strength. Green then addresses
the issue of "sources" Jack might have use
or been exposed to that would have
influenced certain aspects of the Narnia
stories. However he states this is "of little
importance." Nevertheless he covers
several aspects that could have been
borrowed from other myths.
Before going into a summary of all
of the Narnia books, he shares quotes

from "On Three Ways of Writing for
Children" about how the process of
writing them came for Jack, "With me the
process is much more like bird-watching
than either talking or building…Keep
quiet and watch and they will begin
joining themselves up."
The final chapter, "Aslan," deals
with how Narnia has been received by
critics. He also notes that in terms of sales
The Horse and His Boy was the winner
with The Silver Chair and The Magician's
Nephew being next and that “Prince
Caspian appears to be the least popular.”
But before the end of this section he
states The Silver Chair and The Magician's
Nephew are the stories he considers the
best.
The
other
thing
worth
highlighting is when Green returns to
quoting "On Three Ways of Writing for
Children." This time it has to do with the
question of Jack's stories being too
frightening for children. One of the best
parts shares comments from Lewis as he
states: "Since it is so likely that they will
meet cruel enemies, let them at least have
heard of brave knights and heroic
courage."
Thus, as expected there isn't
anything "new" about Lewis that Green
covers and it is obviously less detailed
than the biography co-authored with
Walter Hooper. Yet, it does provide an
interesting snapshot of how Lewis was
viewed at the end of his career and should
therefore not be overlooked.
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Hidden Heroes in Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings
Jan Prewitt
Kendall College of Art and Design

The trilogy of books known as The
Lord of the Rings inspires much popular
discussion as well as critical inquiry.
Perhaps part of the charm as well as the
continued fascination popular and critical
culture has with the trilogy stems from
the very breadth of J.R.R. Tolkien’s
imagination in creating such a detailed
secondary world. What other modern
author has given students of literature so
much to examine with its multiples of
heroes, villains and significant themes?
One of Tolkien’s desires was to revive
fantasy as a genre through which to
examine and draw conclusions about
contemporary life.1 He lived in an era that
celebrated the anti-hero, the man who
fails (as illustrated in Kafka’s fiction), who
cannot face the powerful oppositional
forces of a system, a universe, bent on his
annihilation. Tolkien felt this was a false
vision of the world, that there were
people willing to face formidable enemies
and conquer, not through cleverness and
super-weapons, but through simple
virtues, celebrated throughout time in the
poetry and fiction around the world.
Joseph Campbell, in his seminal work The
Hero With A Thousand Faces, describes
the character and journey of such heroes
as they appear in the literary works from
every culture and language group. There
is no compelling evidence to suggest that
Campbell and Tolkien ever met or
exchanged ideas; the chronology of their
writing and publishing suggests that they
were writing their most significant works

independent of the other. Remarkably,
however, Tolkien’s adventure seems to
follow the Campbell paradigm. Briefly,
Campbell identifies three major phases in
the journey of the hero: departure,
initiation, and return. Within each of
these phases, there are several specific
elements that appear in various
combinations in heroic literature, so not
every hero encounters all of these
elements. Applying Campbell’s theories to
the Lord of the Rings trilogy reveals
several heroic characters, at least one
from each people group, but this paper
will detail only those elements that apply
to Sam and Gimli.
Departure

Every epic tale has to start
somewhere, and in Campbell’s system,
the first element of the heroic journey is
the “Call to Adventure.” This call does not
have to be dramatic or sensational, but it
is a moment at which the heroic figure
chooses to break out of the known and
familiar into the unknown: “But whether
small or great, and no matter what the
stage or grade of life, the call rings up the
curtain, always, on a mystery of
transfiguration—a rite, or moment, of
spiritual passage, which, when complete,
amounts to a dying and a birth. The
familiar life horizon has been outgrown;
the old concepts, ideals, and emotional
patterns no longer fit; the time for the
passing of a threshold is at hand”
2
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(Campbell 42-3). The opposite also
happens, where the character, faced with
the decisive moment, chooses selfinterest rather than self-sacrifice. Neither
of the heroes under consideration makes
that choice. Both Sam and Gimli choose
the path of the unknown.
Gimli’s call to adventure occurs at
the council of Elrond in Book One. After
Elrond names Legolas and Gimli as two of
the nine walkers, he states, “They are
willing to go at least to the passes of the
Mountains, and maybe beyond” (FR 330).
This statement implies that he has
already spoken to both figures and
indicates that Gimli has chosen to accept
Elrond’s appointment to go with a group
of characters he does not know on an
impossible mission. There is no fanfare or
supernatural intervention in Gimli’s call;
it is the simple acceptance of a task set
before him. He has, of course, the option
to refuse, but he moves forward. While
some people might question Gimli’s
heroic or significance in the story, he is,
nevertheless the heroic figure for the
dwarves. The number of times Tolkien
gives him dialogue or references his
character is actually quite significant.
From the time of his introduction onward,
he is mentioned on nearly every page.
While this might just be good fiction
writing—keeping the audience’s interests
by varying the narrative focus—it is
suggestive that Gimli was a significant
character to Tolkien. Not only does
Tolkien take time to develop this
character (instead of keeping him as a
type or flat character), Tolkien makes his
transformation impressive. The Gimli
who returns from the quest is not the
Gimli who began it, as later discussion
will reveal.
Sam’s call to adventure is a bit
more noteworthy than Gimli’s. It occurs at
the same point as does Frodo’s—when
Gandalf reveals the nature of the ring and
the necessity of getting it safely out of the
Shire. Gandalf finds Sam eavesdropping
on his conversation with Frodo and is

immediately conscripted into service. His
response—“‘Me, sir!’ cried Sam, springing
up like a dog invited for a walk. ‘Me go
and see the Elves and all! Hooray!’ he
shouted, and then burst into tears” (FR
91)—at this point seems more the
decision of a curious child. The audience
later learns that Sam has conspired with
their other friends to assist Frodo in
leaving quietly. After their flight from the
dark riders and Frodo’s injury, Sam
recognizes more fully the seriousness of
the situation, and yet Sam’s love for Frodo
makes his call to adventure irresistible.
He cannot let his friend face the
adventure alone although it forces Sam to
leave behind all that he has ever known
and reveals him to be a person of far
greater complexity than anyone ever
guessed. This call drops Sam into a world
beyond his imagination and beyond his
curiosity. He discovers more about the
world than just the nature of Elves.
Another element in the heroic
journey is “Supernatural Aid,” which,
according to Campbell, comes in the form
of an older person (of either gender)
“who provides the adventurer with
amulets against the . . . forces he is about
to pass” (57). This figure for both Gimli
and Sam, and indeed for the entire
company of walkers, is Gandalf. It is
Gandalf’s wisdom and magic that gets
them through the first several challenges
on their quest until his fall in Moria. When
he rejoins the quest in The Two Towers,
he more directly aids Gimli and company
by going to Minis Tirith, but indirectly he
assists Sam and Frodo by misdirecting
Sauron’s eye to Gondor.
After the initial crossing of the
threshold into adventure, the heroic
figure enters the “Belly of the Whale,” an
early episode in which the character
passes “the magical threshold . . . into a
sphere of rebirth . . . symbolized in the
worldwide womb image of the belly of the
whale. The hero, instead of conquering or
conciliating the power of the threshold, is
swallowed into the unknown, and would
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appear to have died” (Campbell 74). For
Gimli and Sam, the episode at Moria could
easily be interpreted as this critical
passage. The “burial” facet of this element
comes in their underground passage
through the mines and rebirth at their
exit. The loss of Gandalf is a loss of
dependency. They must go on without his
aid and face their trials with increasing
independence. But while both Gimli and
Sam go through this passage together, to
each of them another such passage
occurs.
Gimli meets another death when
he travels with Aragorn on the Paths of
the Dead. It is a terrifying journey, and
Gimli comments, “’It is a fell name . . . Can
the living use such a road and not
perish?’” (RK 58). It is such a choice of
extremity that Aragorn will take others
with him only if they choose of their own
will. While Gimli asserts, “‘I will go with
you even on the Paths of the Dead, and to
whatever end they may lead,’ said Gimli”
(RK 59), he is the last to enter the door.
He summons his courage and goes in, but
“at once a blindness came upon him, even
upon Gimli Gloin’s son who had walked
unafraid in many deep places of the
world” (RK 64). Tremendous fear and
loathing oppresses Gimli as the group
makes it way through this passage,
requiring all his fortitude to complete the
journey. “Aragorn rose in haste . . . and
only his will held them to go on. No other
mortal Men could have endured it, none
but the Dunedain of the North, and with
them Gimli the Dwarf and Legolas of the
Elves” (RK 68). In this dreadful passage
Gimli’s heroic spirit is tested to its limits,
and he emerges an even more fearless
figure.
Sam’s second round occurs as he
is separated from Frodo in Shelob’s Lair.
Thinking Frodo dead, Sam ponders what
to do. It is a heart-wrenching moment for
the loyal hobbit. He remembers his words
at the beginning of their journey: “I have
something to do before the end. I must see
it through, sir, if you understand” (TT 402),

and he chooses, reluctantly, in that
moment to finish the quest, to take the
ring to the mountain fire. He has no desire
to do the thing, but the thing must be
done. He reasons through the possibilities
and ultimately takes the ring and departs,
promising Frodo that he will return to
bury him properly once the quest is
accomplished. While this is a trial of short
duration, it is Sam’s action that actually
does save the quest from disaster. Had the
ring been on Frodo when the Orcs found
him, the ring would have been returned
to Sauron, and all would be lost. Because
Sam had the ring and used it to be
invisible, he learned the very thing that
enabled the quest to continue. He is
reborn as one of the figures in the tales he
loves.
Initiation

The initiation phase of Campbell’s
theory helps distinguish the companions
of the hero from a true heroic character.
The first of these, the “Road of Trials,” is
one that all the “Nine Walkers”
experience, but not all to the same extent.
For the hero, these trials test his decision
and where he learns that his success is
dependent on outside forces. “The hero is
covertly aided by the advice, amulets, and
secret agents of the supernatural helper
whom he met before his entrance into
this region. Or it may be that he here
discovers for the first time that there is a
benign power everywhere supporting
him in his superhuman passage”
(Campbell 81). For Gimli, this aid comes
primarily in the person of Gandalf. Later
in the story, however, the dead
themselves come to the company’s aid as
they help to defeat the forces on the black
ships attempting to conquer Gondor. Sam,
however, when he and Frodo separate
from the company, discovers the “benign
power” is supporting their quest. There is
no one particular agent that supplies their
various needs at critical moments. It is
destiny. Sam says near the end of their
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quest, “Folk seem to have been just
landed in them [adventures] usually—
their paths were laid that way, as you put
it. But I expect they had lots of chances,
like us, of turning back, only they didn’t.
And if they had, we shouldn’t know,
because they’d have been forgotten” (TT
378).
A part of this testing journey
includes a “Meeting with the Goddess.”
Both Gimli and Sam meet the only
possible Goddess-figure in the series:
Galadriel. While both characters are
changed by this encounter, the more
dramatic transformation occurs to Gimli.
When Gimli experiences the genuine
welcome of Galadriel, he is changed
forever:
She looked upon Gimli, who sat
glowering and sad, and she smiled.
And the Dwarf, hearing the names
given in his own ancient tongue,
looked up and met her eyes; and it
seemed to him that he looked
suddenly into the heart of an enemy
and
saw
there
love
and
understanding. Wonder came into
his face, and then he smiled in
answer.
He rose clumsily and bowed in
dwarf-fashion, saying, “Yet more
fair is the living land of Lorien, and
the Lady Galadriel is above all the
jewels that lie beneath the earth!”
(FR 421)

To show that this moment is more than a
mark of courtesy, we find that Gimli later
defends Galadriel’s honor to a suspicious
Éomer: “‘You speak evil of that which is
fair beyond the reach of your thought, and
only little wit can excuse you,’” (TT 41).
Because Gimli experiences understanding
and genuine love from Galadriel, he
becomes open to yet more change and
love to come. From this point on Gimli
sees elves differently and develops a close
friendship with Legolas. The two
companions agree to visit Fangorn and
Helm’s Deep together. After the

coronation of the king, the two fulfill their
oath without reluctance.
Sam’s meeting with Galadriel
reflects the simplicity of his nature. He is
not reluctant to share his thoughts, and
she understands not only his deepest
desires, but the depth of his character. He
freely admits what it is that she silently
asks him during her gaze: “‘She seemed to
be looking inside me and asking me what
I would do if she gave me the chance of
flying back home to the Shire to a nice
little hole with—with a bit of garden of
my own’” (FR 422). As he later looks into
Galadriel’s mirror Sam is tempted a
second time to leave the quest. He sees
that things are all wrong in the Shire and
feels compelled to do something about it.
But once again, Sam chooses to stay on
course, to fulfill his promise to stay with
Frodo.
In their meeting with Galadriel,
both Sam and Gimli are given “The
Ultimate Boon,” which in Campbell’s
system is an inexhaustible supply of
nourishment. Both are given lembas,
which serves both characters on the long
and arduous journey they take. For Sam,
this simple food sustains them far longer
than expected and keeps them going until
the end of their quest. But Galadriel gives
each a second boon, a gift selected
specifically for them, one that sustains
them in a different way by providing
hope. To Gimli Galadriel gives a lock of
her hair, a symbol of their mutual esteem.
To Sam she gives a small box of earth with
one mallorn seed. This boon Sam
preserves to take back to the Shire to
restore it from the rape and pillaging
done by Saruman and others.
Return

The final phase of the heroic
journey is the return, which, like all the
other phases, is composed of several
parts. The whole purpose of the quest can
be defeated if the hero refuses the return
and holds back the “life-transmuting”
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(Campbell 167) boon from the
community. Campbell tells us, “the
responsibility has been frequently
refused” (167). If, on the other hand, the
hero chooses to return, he “is then
explicitly commissioned to return to the
world with some elixir for the restoration
of society, the final stage of his adventure
is supported by all the powers of his
supernatural patron” (170). This journey
homeward may likely prove as perilous as
the journey into the adventure. “The hero
may have to be brought back from his
supernatural adventure by assistance
from without. That is to say, the world
may have to come and get him” (178).
When the hero returns from the journey,
the
community
recognizes
his
transformation. The character is now
“Master of the Two Worlds.” He has gone
to the “other” world and survived,
bringing back knowledge and gifts that
benefit his community. He has learned
“through
prolonged
psychological
disciplines, [and] gives up completely all
attachment to his personal limitations,
idiosyncrasies, hopes and fears, no longer
resists the self-annihilation that is
prerequisite to rebirth in the realization
of truth, and so becomes ripe, at last”
(Campbell
204-05).
Because
his
worldview has been transformed, the
heroic figure now has “Freedom to Live.”
Campbell writes: “Man in the world of
action loses his centering in the principle
of eternity if he is anxious for the outcome
of his deeds, but resting them and their
fruits on the knees of the Living God he is
released by them, as by sacrifice, from the
bondages of the sea of death” (206).
In the cases of Gimli and Sam,
both choose to fulfill the cycle. Gimli
returns to his people after the end of the
war. Appendix A shares that his return
effected a revival among his people:
After the fall of Sauron, Gimli
brought south a part of the Dwarffolk of Erebor, and he became Lord
of the Glittering Caves. He and his

people did great works in Gondor
and Rohan. For Minas Tirith they
forged gates of mithril and steel to
replace those broken by the Witchking. (RK 411)

Gimli’s return helps to restore not only
the fortunes of his people but to aid the
kingdom of his former companion,
Aragorn, King of Gondor. The appendix
indicates that after Aragorn’s passing,
We have heard tell that Legolas
took Gimli Gloin’s son with him
because of their great friendship,
greater than any that has been
between Elf and Dwarf. If this is
true, then it is strange indeed: that
a Dwarf should be willing to leave
Middle-earth for any love, or that
the Eldar should receive him, or
that the Lords of the West should
permit it. But it is said that Gimli
went also out of desire to see again
the beauty of Galadriel; and it may
be that she, being mighty among
the Eldar, obtained this grace for
him. (RK 412)

Gimli, with Gandalf, Frodo, Legolas, and
Sam, receives a hero’s welcome and a
hero’s reward.
Like Gimli, Sam gladly returns to
his people, and heals the land. One of his
first acts, however, is to marry Rose. In
Campbell’s system this marriage signifies
“the hero’s total mastery of life; for the
woman is life, the hero its knower and
master”
(101).
This
marriage
distinguishes Sam from Frodo as a heroic
figure. Whereas Frodo (shamed from his
failure to chose the ring’s destruction)
cannot adjust back into his old world, Sam
re-assimilates into his culture after his
return, ultimately becoming Hobbiton’s
Mayor. He uses what he has learned from
his adventure to the good of the
community, planting the Mallorn tree and
enriching the crops with his gift. Sam is
no longer the quiet, shy gardener for the
wealthy Baggins family. It is through Sam
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that order is restored. In her chapter on
“Knowledge, Language and Power: The
Two Towers,” Jane Chance comments that
“Power, so Tolkien insists, must be shared
with those individuals and peoples who
are different in gender, nature, history
and temperament” (62). Campbell’s
system
underscores
this
same
sentiment—the value of the heroic is in
the sharing with the community.
Tolkien’s characters Sam and
Gimli demonstrate that heroes come from
all classes and vocations. Heroicism does
not exclude the ordinary person.
Campbell writes, “The whole sense of the
ubiquitous myth of the hero’s passage is
that it shall serve as a general pattern for
men and women, wherever they may
stand along the scale. Therefore it is
formulated in the broadest terms. The
individual has only to discover his own
position with reference to this general
human formula, and let it then assist him
past his restricting walls” (101). Through
these two characters Tolkien reveals the
possibility of the heroic among all of us.

Notes
1In his book on Tolkien’s work,
Randel Helms interprets Tolkien’s essay “On
Fairy-Stories” as an argument for the use of
myth as a vehicle of moral education. Jane
Chance Nitzsche in her book Tolkien’s Art: A
‘Mythology for England’, comments on
selfishness as the underlying cause of evil:
“But as the root of all evil (in the words of
Chaucer’s Pardoner, alluding to St. Paul’s
letter to Timothy), cupiditas more generally
and medievally represents that Augustinian
selfishness” (101). For a discussion of
Tolkien’s use of the seven deadly sins see
Charles W. Nelson’s article “The Sins of
Middle-earth: Tolkien’s Use of Medieval
Allegory.”
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Father Knows Best:
The Narrator’s Oral Performance as
Paternal Protector in The Hobbit
Anderson Rearick III
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The importance of the narrator in
J.R.R. Tolkien’s The Hobbit has been
recognized for a number of decades. In
1979, Jane Chance-Nitzsche (later just
Jane Chance) in Tolkien’s Art includes
extensive commentary in a chapter “The
King Under the Mountain” in which she
argues for the independent nature of the
narrator, writing that “The narrator, like a
tale-telling [Canterbury] pilgrim, must be
regarded as one additional character”
(Chance 60). 1 Later Paul Thomas in
“Some of Tolkien’s Narrators” makes a
similar claim:
Thus the narrator is, from one
perspective, just as much a
character as Bard, Balin and Bilbo.
And yet the narrator is a special
character: as a third-person
narrator, he is merely a voice, and
he is in the story but not in the plot.
(Thomas 162-163)

What remains in debate, therefore, is not
the narrator’s importance but rather his
qualities.
And this is especially
important in light of the fact that there
are, and will soon be more, versions of
The Hobbit in which the narrator
apparently is absent.
Many find the narrator charming.
In a published seminar paper “The Voice
of the Narrator in Tolkien’s Hobbit” Nadja
Litschko concludes by noting that the
narrator is a “delight to adult readers”
(28). This is confirmed within a
discussion board about The Hobbit’s

narrator on the web forum Tolkien’s Ring
when one thirty five year old reader—
clearly an adult—writes: “I love the way
the narrator talks to me. It always makes
me feel like I am sitting right there. I also
think that the way this is done gives the
story a Hobbity feeling!” (Desi). Yet there
are many who find the voice which tells
the story of The Hobbit problematic-many of them are scholars and one seems
to be the author himself.
Jane Chance says that the
narrator’s practice of “intrusions—direct
addresses to children, use of the first
person singular, foreshadowing of later
events, joking tone, plot clarifications, and
sound effects intended for entertain
children—have annoyed readers and
critics” (73). She claims that the narrator
“patronizes his audience. . .prides himself
of his superior wisdom and status as an
adult. . .and behaves more like a critic
when he laughs at or disapproves of his
characters, expressing neither pity nor
terror at the plights that he relives
vicariously” (74).
The “arrogant,
unimaginative, and very ‘adult’ narrator
assumes this story about little Hobbits
must be relegated to an audience of little
creatures—children”
(Chance
60).
Chance does not, however, see this as a
flaw in the book since she interprets the
narrating voice as belonging to a
purposefully flawed figure created by
Tolkien to stand in contrast to the true
moral center of the work, Gandalf. Yet it
is clear that she is bothered by the very
2

Father Knows Best · Anderson Rearick III

tone in which others have delighted. She
is not alone.
Litschko writes that “due to his
frequent comments and reader addresses,
he [the Narrator] can be perceived as
rather patronizing” (179).
Tolkien’s
authorized
biographer,
Humphrey
Carpenter, while presenting the facts of
The Hobbit’s composition, adds his own
negative opinion about the narrator
whose purpose he sees as being there to
address children:
Indeed he [Tolkien] did this too
consciously and deliberately at time
in the readers’ remarks such as
“Now you know quite enough to get
on with” and “as we shall see in the
end.” He later removed many of
these, but some remain in the
published text—to his regret, for he
came to dislike them and even to
believe that any deliberate talking
down to children is a great mistake
in a story” (Carpenter 179).

Carpenter will also later refer to “the
patronizing ‘asides’ to juvenile readers”
which he says Tolkien did not remove
because he was so busy with the many
other complications associated with the
initial publication of the book. But clearly
he sees these elements as problematic, a
position which, it should be noted, was
later challenged by Thomas in “Some of
Tolkien’s Narrators” (167).
Finally
The
J.R.R.
Tolkien
Encyclopedia Scholarship and Assessment
in its “discussion and analysis” portion of
its entry on “The Hobbit” notes that much
“of the novel’s flavor also derives from the
voice of the narrator, which contrasts the
grandeur of ancient epic with the cozy,
even patronizing asides of the Victorian
children’s tale. Tolkien regretted this later
feature, yet he never fully edited it out”
(Scoville 277-278 Emphasis Mine).
As the last two sources indicate,
there is evidence that Tolkien himself
regretted the tone of his narrator. In a
New York Times interview by Philip

Norman, “The Prevalence of Hobbits,”
Tolkien presents his most withering
criticism:
‘The Hobbit’ was written in what I
should now regard as bad style, as
if one were talking to children.
There's nothing my children
loathed more. They taught me a
lesson. Anything that in any way
marked out 'The Hobbit' as for
children instead of just for people,
they disliked--instinctively. I did
too, now that I think about it. All
this 'I won't tell you any more, you
think about it' stuff. Oh no, they
loathe it; it's awful. (qtd. in
Norman)

That would appear to end the
conversation; not only scholars but the
very author himself seems to see the
narrator as a flaw within The Hobbit.
But it isn’t the end—neither of the
conversation, nor as the final word on the
nature of the narrator.
First, as important as Tolkien’s
own words are, he had a tendency to
speak in sweeping terms with sometimes
a less than clear memory. For example,
he gave little credence that the source of
the multiple giant spiders that turn up in
his work, specifically in The Hobbit, Lord
of the Rings and even The Silmarillion, had
anything to do with the bite he received
from a tarantula as a small child in South
Africa—a bite which resulted with him
running “in terror across the garden until
the nurse snatched him up and sucked out
the poison” (Carpenter 13). In a letter to
Auden he claimed the following:
If it [the importance of spiders] has
anything to do with my being stung
by a tarantula as a small child,
people are welcome to the notion. I
can only say I remember nothing
about it, should not know it if I had
not been told and I do not dislike
spiders particularly and have no
urge to kill them. I usually rescue
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those whom I find in the bath
(Letters 217).

In fact Tolkien came to blame the
villainess role of spiders in The Hobbit on
his first listeners, his children.
I put in the spiders largely because
this was, you remember, primarily
written for my children (at least I
had them in mind) and one of my
sons in particular dislikes spiders
with a great intensity. I did it to
thoroughly frighten him, and it did.
(qtd. in Anderson 169, note 7).

In fairness, Anderson also notes that
“throughout his life, Tolkien’s son Michael
had what he called ‘a deep rooted
abhorrence to spiders’” (Anderson 169,
note 7). It is not that Michael’s fears were
not true motivators in the creative
process; it is Tolkien’s inability to
consider his own past self—his own
fears—as he made those denials which is
the issue. He certainly remembered
enough, “a hot day and running in fear
through long, dead grass” (Carpenter 13).
But somehow he assumed that since he
could not recall the actual spider that it
had no place in his nature. He apparently
did not consider C S Lewis’ observation
that it is impossible to please a child with
a material which the author views “with
indifference or contempt” (“On Three
Ways of Writing for Children” 32). In
other words, Tolkien may have zeroed in
on his son’s fears because they found a
resounding chord in his own heart, but he
did not see it. Thus, Tolkien did not
always,
when
making
judgments,
consider the levels of experience which
made-up his own memory. As Carpenter
writes, Tolkien was guilty of the “habit
(and it is not an uncommon Oxford habit)
of making dogmatic assertions. . .” (236).
Another
example
of
a
contradictory perspective in memory
found in the Norman interview—the
same one in which he makes those
devastating critical comments about his

narrative voice—is Tolkien’s claim that
The Hobbit is not a children’s story:
“The Hobbit" wasn't written for
children, and it certainly wasn't
done just for the amusement of
Tolkien's three sons and one
daughter, as is generally reported.
"That's all sob stuff. No, of course, I
didn't. If you're a youngish man and
you don't want to be made fun of,
you say you're writing for children.
At any rate, children are your
immediate audience and you write
or tell them stories, for which they
are mildly grateful: long rambling
stories at bedtime. (Norman)

This sounds as if Tolkien, afraid of censor
from peers, hid his own adult enjoyment
of fairy tales under the excuse of writing
for his children. But as multiple quotes
given earlier and later make clear, it was
his children for whom he wrote and
whose response he judged the success of
his work. Furthermore, The Hobbit was
not the only children’s story he wrote at
that time in his life; there was
Roverandom (based on a toy dog lost by
Michael, his second son), The Adventures
of Tom Bomadil (based on a favorite
Dutch doll also owned by Michael) Mr.
Bliss, and of course the illustrated Father
Christmas Letters. (Carpenter 161-162).
Thus, to say that The Hobbit was not
intended for children makes one wonder
what Tolkien was thinking.
There is also the point that, in
spite of all these claims on how much
Tolkien publically did not like the
narrative voice in The Hobbit, the fact
remains that he retained it even though
he reworked the Hobbit for three
editions—requiring more editing than he
did for The Lord of the Rings. As was
quoted from Carpenter earlier even after
such extensive editing “some [elements of
the chatty narrator] remain in the
published text” (179). Thomas concurs
even more, basing his conclusion on
Anderson’s review of Tolkien’s changes in
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the multiple editions included in The
Annotated Hobbit (Anderson 322-328),
and says that “although Tolkien in his
revisions made several changes in the
details of what the narrator says, he made
almost no changes in the qualities of the
narrator’s voice” (162).
Furthermore, it is not as if Tolkien
were reluctant to rework a text he found
problematic. When faced with criticism,
C. S. Lewis notes, “Either he [Tolkien]
begins the whole work over again from
the beginning or else takes no notice at
all” (qtd. in Carpenter 145). In fact, it is
partly Tolkien’s “habitual insistence on
perfection” (Carpenter 195) which may
be partly blamed for the limited canon
that makes up his finished work. So, that
being the case, why did Tolkien not
remove the narrator from The Hobbit?
The answer for this has been
raised already in earlier quotes, The
Hobbit is a story for children—not that
Hobbits or Middle Earth are childish—but
that this specific narrative was designed
for children. The narrator is appropriate
for children, specifically for Tolkien’s
children and even more specifically for
Tolkien’s young children. Again, this ties
into Tolkien’s limitations with memory.
When he made his comments in the
Norman interview denigrating the
narrative voice of The Hobbit and denying
its purpose as being for children, the year
was 1957. At that time his children were
all adults: John was 40, Michael 37,
Christopher 33, and Pricilla was 29. (This
probably
explains
their
negative
perspective as well.) However, in 1930,
twenty seven years earlier, when
according to Carpenter his children first
remembered him reading or just telling
them portions of The Hobbit, John was 13,
Michael 10, Christopher 6, and Priscilla
only 2. 2 All were young and, in fact, some
so young they were not reading yet. Thus,
their whole early experience in relation to
The Hobbit came to them orally. An oral
performance was always part of Tolkien’s
story telling.

Even as late as the Norman
interview,
Tolkien
revealed
his
preference for oral delivery even of The
Lord of the Rings: “Tolkien would rather
enjoy making a recording of his work,
doing all the different voices; rustic ones
for the hobbits and a horrid, high, hissing
one for Gollum, the creature who slithers
after them, trying to win back the Dark
Lord's ring for himself” (Norman).
Furthermore, it is notable that in The Two
Towers, Frodo and Sam, while having
their discussion of important stories,
envision the passing on of great songs and
tales as being done by a father orally to
his children:
Still, I wonder if we shall ever be
put into songs or tales. We're in
one, or course; but I mean: put into
words, you know, told by the
fireside, or read out of a great big
book with red and black letters,
years and years afterwards. And
people will say: "Let's hear about
Frodo and the Ring! " And they'll
say: "Yes, that's one of my favorite
stories. Frodo was very brave.
wasn't he, dad?" "Yes, my boy, the
famousest of the hobbits, and that's
saying a lot." (Two Towers 321)

Tolkien, therefore, even though he usually
wrote out or typed his manuscripts,
always presented his stories to his first
audience— to his children—as an oral
performance.
The thing about oral
performances is that they are listened to
by anyone within earshot, both the old
and the very young. This awareness
actually
shaped
Charles
Dickens’
narratives since he knew that reading out
loud was a family activity in his day and
that children would certainly be part of
his audience. Thus when he wrote, even
about dark social issues, he did so with a
guardianship of the young in mind,
possible because he was himself a father.
The same can be said about Tolkien.
Carpenter affirms the Tolkien
children’s experience as listeners,
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sometimes to stories that had only an oral
existence. He records that they were “not
certain that what they were listening to at
the time was necessarily a written story;
they believe that it may have well have
been a number of impromptu tales which
were later absorbed into The Hobbit
proper” (177). So when describing The
Hobbit as a tale appropriate for children,
it is vital to stress that Tolkien recreates
within the novel the same audio voice
which first entertained his children. He
did so because the speaker fulfills
qualities which fit the needs of a young
person’s narrative.
Carpenter emphasizes the book’s
place as intended for the young: “For it
[The Hobbit] is a children’s story. Despite
the fact that it had been drawn into his
mythology, Tolkien did not allow it to
become overwhelmingly serous or even
adult in tone, but stuck to his original
intention of amusing his own and perhaps
other people’s children” (Carpenter 179).
The oral narrator is part of the organic
quality of The Hobbit as a children’s story.
This is a central fact.
The difficulty for some, like
Chance and Carpenter, is that a children’s
narrative
is
seen
as
somehow
incompatible with profound content.
Instead, for Chance deep material has to
be hidden. She affirms that The Hobbit is
an important narrative, but that “the
explicit children’s story framework of The
Hobbit masks a more ‘adult’ and serious
purpose” (62). This, however, fails to
recognize that a children’s narrative can
be profound by itself. However, her
perspective has been the norm for years.
It is impossible to be certain, but
perhaps this general prejudice explains
Tolkien’s strange claim in the 1957
Norman interview that The Hobbit was
not a children’s text. As quoted earlier,
Tolkien explained his appearance of
writing for children as a cover-up: “If
you're a youngish man and you don't
want to be made fun of, you say you're
writing for children” (Norman). The

disapproval of the so called “literary elite”
is hard for an author to bear. As Joseph
Pearce notes, in the opening of his Tolkien
Man and Myth, there was, even in 1997,
strong critical dissatisfaction when
Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings was voted as
“the greatest book of the [twentieth]
century” in the Waterstone poll, a
position confirmed in multiple polls
afterwards, (1). At the base of much of
this complaining was the fact that the
book was perceived as being too juvenile
(5). The critic Barnes, bewailing the
childish tastes of readers, wrote in
Independent Education the following:
Are we really so hooked on fantasy
as the list suggests? What is it that
we. . .are so hell bent on escaping
from that we look back for solace to
The Wind and the Willows and
Winnie the Pooh or to elaborate
sagas about imaginary creatures
(Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings came
top) to find expressions of our lives
in the twentieth century? (qtd.
Pearce 4) 3

(As shall be seen in this paper later, the
juvenile perception of LOR is profoundly
wrong, but it is the prejudice of the
critical environment which is the point
here.) Many serious readers even today
consider texts created for children as
unimportant. So maybe in 1957 Tolkien
did not want readers to dismiss The
Hobbit, which he knew was an important
work, just because it was a children’s
book. But Tolkien’s fellow scholar and
children’s author, C.S. Lewis, notes that
contemporary critics are mistaken when
they “use ‘adult’ as a term of approval”
(“On Three Ways of Writing for Children”
33). In fact, Lewis says, sometimes the
best way for a story to be told is to tell it
as to children:
Where the children’s story is simply
the right form for what the author
has to say, then of course readers
who want to hear that will read the
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story or re-read it, at any age. . .a
children’s story which is enjoyed
only by children is a bad children’s
story. (Lewis 33)

In this same essay Lewis brings up
a point helpful in understanding the
nature of the narrator in The Hobbit. He
claims that there are three motivations
for writing children’s books: to make
money, to fit an idea which best fits
children’s narrative, and to entertain
specific children. He especially notes that
Tolkien motivation is part of the last (32).
Furthermore, he suggests that in the
process of the adult and child
experiencing the story together a new
voice is created:
The writer will “become slightly
different than you were talking to a
child and the child would become
slightly different because it is being
talked to by an adult. A community,
a composite personality, is created
and out of that the story grows”
(32).

So to repeat, and in spite of some of
Tolkien’s own claims, The Hobbit’s
narrative voice is unique because it was
shaped by the mind of a father involved
the act of oral story-telling with his young
children. Those who dislike the narrative
voice may in fact be embarrassed in that
they have been caught standing at the
door of the study eavesdropping on dad’s
story-time.
Thomas does not emphasize the
paternal quality of The Hobbit’s narrator,
but he does note that the story teller’s
voice “has a much closer relationship to
Tolkien’s voice than that of any other
character” (163). This is not to say that
Tolkien and the narrator are the same
“because Tolkien stands both inside and
outside the novel. Tolkien permeates the
whole of the words of the text, so that
every voice within it is his, and yet
Tolkien also looked upon this text
objectively” (162).
The narrator,

therefore, while not Tolkien, is very much
like him with some of the same fatherly
concerns. 4 And he is based in part on the
experience of Tolkien telling his own
young children a story.
The narrator of The Hobbit must
be understood as presenting a story
orally to his listeners, because the oral
presentation would by its nature include
the very young, and the youthfulness of
the audience shapes the material
presented. Therefore, some of the issues
which have been raised against The
Hobbit’s narrator can be explained. It has
been claimed that he is. . .
•

•
•

Too Condescending, shows off his
knowledge
Too Chatty reminds the listeners
that he is there
Too Present and gets in the way of
the action

However anyone who has ever told
stories to young children knows that
many of them seem to need the following:
•
•
•

Definitions followed by often
repeated explanation
Engagement
with
listeners,
sometimes using humor to
interacting with the children.
Assurance that things will turn
out all right.

For the young, this kind of care usually
does not occur when they read a book;
instead it occurs when a story is told to
them. However, to achieve the same
experience within the text, Tolkien
creates the illusion of an oral narrator.
For the reader it literally as if he or she is
sitting within a room with a group of
other listeners to someone telling a great
story. Tolkien’s text helps this sense in
several ways.
One of the experiences listeners to
an oral story have is the occasional
interaction of the speaker with other
voices. This is precisely what occurs in
the book. For example consider this
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passage in which one can almost hear a
small voice interrupting the narrator,
forcing the speaker to give further
information:
The mother of our particular
hobbit—what is a hobbit?
I
suppose hobbits need some
description nowadays since they
have become rare and shy of the
Big People as they call us. They are
(or were) a little people about half
our height, and smaller than
dwarves. Hobbits have no beards
(Annotated Hobbit 10).

Another interrupted moment in The
Hobbit occurs with the introduction of
Gandalf:
Gandalf came by. Gandalf! If you
had heard only a quarter of what I
have heard about him, and I have
only heard very little of all there is
to hear, you would be prepared for
any sort of remarkable tale. Tales
and adventures sprouted up all
over the place wherever he went, in
the most extraordinary fashion. He
had not been down that way under
The Hill for ages and ages, not since
his friend the Old Took died, in fact,
and the hobbits had almost
forgotten what he looked like. (11)

Thus, included in the text is the illusion
that the narrator is responding to oral
queues that request more information.
Another quality in The Hobbit that
adds to the sense that the reader is
listening to an oral performance is that
the speaker admits at different times that
he does not know everything—even if he
does know a lot. Such humility, by the
way, seems hardly to fit the narrator
“who patronizes his audience” which
Chance and others suggest (Chance 74).
In a regular book, one would expect the
writer to know all there is to know, but
The Hobbit’s narrator periodically does
not. As illustrated above he knows a good
amount about Gandalf, but in fact there is

a great deal more that he does not know.
Later the speaker confirms his limitations
when describing Bilbo’s own inability to
take action “I do not know how long he
kept on like this, hating to go on, not
daring to stop” (81). And just further on
when speaking of Gollum, he says: “I don’t
know where he came from nor who or
what he was” (82).
One of the ways to interpret these
comments is to understand them as
portraying for the reader the story-teller’s
oral responses, or even preemptive
responses, to inquiries made by young
listeners—answering
questions
the
narrator receives or knows he is likely to
receive. Telling children ahead of time
what is not known, often helps an
experienced narrator avoid becoming
bogged down with detailed minutia. It
also adds to the sense of the speaker’s
honesty, and therefore makes him appear
even more trustworthy. All of these are
qualities desirable for the reader to feel
about the speaker in The Hobbit.
Interestingly
this
lack
of
information about Middle Earth admitted
to by the narrator actually fits Tolkien’s
true condition when he first presented his
children some of the adventures from The
Hobbit.
A vital quality in understanding
how the narrator speaks in The Hobbit is
to realize that Tolkien did not see himself
as creating his tale as much as discovering
his narrative. For example, years earlier,
when asked about the meaning of one of
his first elfish works by a school friend, G
B Smith, Tolkien said “I do not know. I’ll
try to find out” (qtd. Carpenter 75).
Carpenter emphasizes this point: “Not try
to invent; try to find out. He [Tolkien] did
not see himself as an inventor of story,
but as a discoverer of legend” (75). In a
letter written to Milton Waldman around
1951, Tolkien says “always I had the
sense of recording what was already
‘there’, somewhere: not of inventing”
(Letters 145). Thus, the narrator of The
Hobbit is not necessarily being coy or
8
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even skillful as a story teller as Thomas
suggests when he praises speaker for his
art (164). He may be doing this, but he is
also telling the children the truth. This
will be important to remember when
considering profound quality to Tolkien
of the world his speaker describes.
Meanwhile, when Tolkien first
wrote The Hobbit, the narrator’s
ignorance matched his own. At that point
Tolkien had not “discovered” all there
was to know about Middle Earth’s third
age. Even after the publication of The
Lord of the Rings when Tolkien certainly
knew a lot more about Gandalf, Gollum
and the relation of the shire to the rest of
Middle Earth, he kept the narrator’s
original honest ignorance. It also seems
likely that he did so because the chatty
ignorance of the narrator helped serve
Tolkien’s greater purpose of reminding
young readers of the narrator’s presence.
He wanted children to know they had a
companion.
The speaker is, as Litschko
observes “self-aware” (16) or as Thomas
puts it “self conscious” (165) and that
makes him intrusive. Besides admitting
that there is information he does not
know there are also times when the
narrator indicates he has more
information that he can give at a given
moment. This occurred in the Gandalf
quote when he indicated he knew more
than the listeners did about the wizard. It
also occurs when Thorin and company
are visiting Rivendell: “I wish I had time
to tell you even a few of the tales or one
or two of the songs that they heard in
house” (Hobbit 61) as an example of being
a “revealing but unrevealing teaser”
(164). Thomas notes that this adds to the
readers’ perception that the narrator is
indeed knowledgeable, but I would also
note that it suggests a wider world for the
young listener. Furthermore it augments
the reality of the oral narrator since it
adds the element of the pressure of time.
Readers don’t care about such things, but

those who listen know that bedtime does
come.
Why is the narrator’s presence,
described by Chance, Thomas and
Litschko as “intrusive” so important?
Because he exists as a buffer between the
young reader and the often harsh and
frightening reality which Tolkien was
discovering. And even though he knew
this other place has disturbing and
unpleasant elements, its quality of truth
made the narrative something which
Tolkien grew to believe was of worth both
for his children, other children, and even
other adults to experience.
There are three zones suggested
in The Hobbit, the place where the reader
sits, the imaged room where a parental
voice is speaking to a group of listeners,
and the world of action where Bilbo and
the dwarves are making their way. It
would be a mistake to call this last place
imaginary since for Tolkien, as indicated
by the earlier cited comments of
discovering history, that other place has a
reality just as overt as the physical one in
which the reader sits. In fact if one thinks
about it, when he wrote The Hobbit for
publication, the sitting reader was as
much an imaginary construction for
Tolkien as the speaker within the text and
Bilbo and his fellowship.
Thus a question for the reader is
whether the speaker-narrator (of whom
Tolkien took artistic steps for us to be
aware of) is worth listening to. Chance
does not think so, but both Litschko and
Thomas do, and this author believes so
too. The narrator presents enough
information so that he can be viewed as a
trusted speaker. Again this is of vital
importance because trust plays a major
role in his function as story-teller. The
Hobbit’s narrator, in fact, establishes his
knowledge even before he has settles
down to present his tale. Readers first
meet him within the text of the preface.
There his professorial voice—appropriate
for the professor father author— is clear:
“This is a story of long ago. At that time
9
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the languages and letters were quite
different from ours of today. English is
used to represent the languages” (The
Annotated Hobbit 8). Functioning as a
literary authority, he gives a quick
explanation of the unique spelling of
dwarves in The Hobbit, about the nature
of runes found in the included map, and
about some of the other details of the
map. The knowledge the speaker shows
helps him become all the more believable
to his audience when he gives
information about the lore of hobbits in
the actual story. 5
One of the best examples of the
narrator’s knowledge of shire-lore occurs
when he gently modifies Gandalf’s claim
that Bilbo is “As fierce as a dragon in a
pinch” (26).
If you have ever seen a dragon in a
pinch, you will realize that this was
only poetical exaggeration applied
to any hobbit, even to Old Took's
great-granduncle Bullroarer, who
was so huge (for a hobbit) that he
could ride a horse. He charged the
ranks of the goblins of Mount Gram
in the Battle of the Green Fields,
and knocked their king Gol-firnbul's
head clean off with a wooden club.
It sailed a hundred yards through
the air and went down a rabbit
hole, and in this way the battle was
won and the game of Golf invented
at the same moment. (26)

Besides the wealth of information, notice
the element of humor provided here, both
in the aside the speaker gives, qualifying
the term “huge” with the phrase “for a
hobbit” and the comic image of a marshal
victory being the source of a game, a game
which the narrator knows connects the
shire world with that of the readerlistener while also undermining the grim
reality of war.
Having reliable information gives
the speaker the right to give personal
commentary as well.
There is, for
example, the slight disapproval of the

narrator of the Troll behavior which
follows Troll-Bill’s response to the
criticism of his fellows:
"Yer can't expect folk to stop here
for ever just to be et by you and
Bert. You've et a village and a half
between yer, since we come down
from the mountains. How much
more d'yer want? And time's been
up our way, when yer'd have said
'thank yer Bill' for a nice bit o' fat
valley mutton like what this is." He
took a big bite off a sheep's leg he
was toasting, and wiped his lips on
his sleeve. Yes, I am afraid trolls do
behave like that, even those with
only one head each. (44 Emphasis
Mine)

Here there is the fatherly recognition of
parlor manners in the narrator (almost as
if mother has put her head in for a
moment), but there is also the wink of
great fun to have included the trolls in the
first place. Many who have found the
narrator wanting somehow failed to
recognize the wink. But anyone who is
telling children a story knows that humor
is so very important to keep a listening
young (and old for that matter) audience
engaged.
The need for a sense of humor,
especially humor at one’s own expense, is
illustrated in the encounter the dwarves
have with the elves of Rivendell, and once
again the narrator adds an extra comment
after presenting to the listeners a few
lines of elfish song:
So they laughed and sang in the
trees; and pretty fair nonsense I
daresay you think it. Not that they
would care they would only laugh
all the more if you told them so.
They were elves of course.
.
.Dwarves don't get on well with
them. Even decent enough dwarves
like Thorin and his friends think
them foolish (which is a very foolish
thing to think), or get annoyed with
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them. For some elves tease them
and laugh at them, and most of all
at their beards. (59)

Here the narrator seems to contradict
himself for initially he suggests that the
elves songs are “foolish,” but it is clear
that he has in tongue ironically in his own
cheek, for he then turns about and
comments that the Dwarves are in fact
foolish themselves to not recognize the
wisdom of laughter. And when speaker
goes on to note that the elves continued
their singing with this observation: “Then
off they went into another song as
ridiculous as the one I have written down
in full” (59), there is the sense that he
knows that he is being as ridiculous as the
dwarves. Thus the narrator emulates
self-laughter.
There are also places when the
narrator seems to stop a muse:
Now it is a strange thing, but things
that are good to have and days that
are good to spend are soon told
about, and not much to listen to;
while
things
that
are
uncomfortable, palpitating, and
even gruesome, may make a good
tale, and take a deal of telling
anyway. They stayed long in that
good house, fourteen days at least,
and they found it hard to leave.
Bilbo would gladly have stopped
there for ever and ever-even
supposing a wish would have taken
him right back to his hobbit-hole
without trouble. Yet there is little to
tell about their stay. (Hobbit 61)

Here the narrator is speaking about the
art of story telling. He is also giving an
excuse as why he is not going to tell more
about the stay than he perceives is
needed (no matter what the unheard
young voices may say) and he is also
giving a insightful truth as a sage father,
and if some think he is being paternal, one
wonders who else but a father has the
right to be so?

This sage quality is even apparent
from the very beginning. The narrator’s
famous opening lines which have been
analyzed by Paul Thomas show that he
not only gives information “In a hole
there lived a hobbit” but that the speaker
assumes that his listeners will need
direction
since
they
will
have
preconceived ideas about what a hole
might be like and so use uses “not” to
clarify: “Not a nasty, dirty, wet hole, filled
with the ends of worms and an oozy
smell, nor yet a dry, bare, sandy hole with
nothing in it to sit down on or to eat: it
was a hobbit-hole, and that means
comfort” (9) This is an example of what
Thomas calls “an interpretive nature. .
.[that] often appear in brief utterances
that give emphasis to points in the story”
(163).
When Bilbo finds the ring, Tolkien’s
narrator makes certain that the
readers note the significance of the
moment by telling us. “It was a
turning point in his career, but he
did not know it” (H. 79). . .When
Bilbo stops to muster his courage
during his approach to the sleeping
dragon, the narrator says “Going on
from there was the bravest thing he
ever did” (226-227).
These
sentences show the narrator as a
guide who wants the readers to
comprehend the story in particular
way. (163) 6

Young readers and young listeners want
to know that the person who is speaking
to them is able to provide information
and direction.
So if a reader accepts the parental
nature of the narrator of The Hobbit much
of the complaints about tone of the
speaker can be answered. Although the
actions of the speaker stay the same, the
motivations behind those actions change.
What for Chance is a condescending tone
is seen by Thomas as “an interpretive
guide” (163), what was patronizing in
11
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Chance’s view is instead “an attentive
companion” (165).
Although they do not see the oral
nature of The Hobbit’s narrator, both
Thomas and Litschko give extensive
examples of the working of the narrator
which are very insightful and far more
detailed than space here allows. Also
while Thomas strongly ties the speaker of
The Hobbit with Tolkien himself, neither
of he nor Litschko perceive the
importance of the oral speaker also being
a father.
As a paternal oral story teller, the
speaker, similar to the author Tolkien,
knows that in his audience there are
some—some who can not yet even read—
who will need protection and sometimes
comfort even if the narrative is of worth
to hear. And he sometimes does this
overtly. For example, when Bilbo finds
himself at the roots of the mountain, in
the blackest of places, the narrator steps
in:
Now certainly Bilbo was in what is
called a tight place. But you must
remember it was not quite so tight
for him as it would have been for
me or for you. Hobbits are not
quite like ordinary people; and
after all if their holes are nice
cheery places and properly aired,
quite different from the tunnels of
the goblins, still they are more used
to tunneling than we are, and they
do not easily lose their sense of
direction underground – not when
their heads have recovered from
being bumped (80-81).

There is almost a sense of “there, there,
everything will be fine.” Older readers
may find this annoying, in fact older
children listening may also find it so. But
the responsibility of the father is not to
just the one but to all. In another portion
of the tale, when describing Frodo’s
encounter with the giant spiders the
narrator says “

In the end he made as good a guess
as he could at the direction from
which the cries for help had come
in the night - and by luck (he was
born with a good share of it) be
guessed more or less right, as you
will see. Having made up his mind
he crept along as cleverly as he
could. Hobbits are clever at
quietness, especially in woods, as 1
have already told you (Hobbit 167)

Here again the listener is comforted by
the overt narrator’s affirmation of Bilbo’s
luck as well as the promise that the story
is not over.
Now while these examples
illustrate the narrator’s overt intention to
reduce listener worry, they also show the
intentional disconnect which is part of the
speaker’s role. It is not that the speaker
“lacks compassion” as Chance claims (75),
but rather—to state it again—his
presence serves as a bulwark between the
action and the audience. Nadja Litschko
is especially helpful here when she notes
that “in moments where the characters
have to face dangerous or other difficult
situation, this detachment of the narrator
can be a great relief for the readers—
especially the younger ones” (15). She
specifically points to the struggle in
Mirkwood between Bilbo and the
dwarves against the giant spiders in
which the speaker “stands outside the
story” (15) and therefore places a barrier
of words between the young listeners and
the violent action:
The narrator speaks straight to the
readers, commenting on what is
happening and on the way Bilbo
fends off the attack of the spiders
and
thereby
rescues
his
companions.
Especially
in
moments when the narrator speaks
to readers for example with
comments like “Actually, as I have
told you, they were not far off the
edge of the forest[. . .]”(140), as well
as small remarks like “as you will
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see” (146) . . .or he throws in
comments like “I don’t suppose he
would have managed it, if the
spider had not luckily left a rope
hanging down [. . .]the narrator
almost constantly reminds the
readers of his presence between
the fictional world and the world of
the readers. (15) 7

So what some have called intrusive is
actually a technique used by Tolkien
within his creation of the story teller to
allow the young listener to experience the
excitement of the struggle while still
drawing comfort by being safe by the
fireside.
The last quality of the narrator
which illustrates his role as paternal
protector
is
dependent
on
the
understanding
that
Tolkien
had
discovered a world with terrible elements
which paralleled some of the terrible
experiences he had endured in World
War I. Tolkien knew what blood and gore
looked like. Yet, in this story, his narrator
glosses over some of the especially
unpleasant elements within the story
which might prove too difficult for
younger listeners / readers. Hopefully it
is unnecessary to explain to those who
find the narrator condescending that not
exposing children to carnage is not
patronizing act. Certainly any father
knows that children do not need to be
exposed in the name of honesty to the
hideous qualities of ruin. Some very
difficult events occur in The Hobbit. And
while Trolls, Goblins, Wargs and Spiders
are threatening enough, war and its
carnage is far more hideous. Smaug’s
devastation is included in the war
elements because, although a single being,
he wages war on both the dwarves and
the lakemen. A comparison of the voice of
the narrator in The Hobbit and that of The
Lord of the Rings is helpful here.
The fact that the narrating voice of
The Hobbit is essentially the same one
which years later introduces the

Fellowship of the Ring-- first of the Lord of
the Rings trilogy—must be established
because many treat these voices as utterly
different when they are in fact
fundamentally the same In the opening
of The Fellowship of the Ring, the narrator,
in fact, uses the same sentence structure
he used in the first pages of The Hobbit,
describing how Hobbits “were, as a rule,
shy of the ‘Big Folk’ as they call us, and
now they avoid us with dismay, and are
becoming hard to find” (10). Like the
narrator of The Hobbit, the speaker in the
LOR is a modern human. This is also
apparent
in appendix
D,
(“The
Calendars”) when he says “I have used
our modern names for both months and
weekdays” (Return of the King 387). And
it is notable that in appendix F, II (“On
Translation”) he admits to censoring
himself even in this more adult text:
Both Orcs and Trolls spoke as they
would, without love of words or
things, and their language was
actually more degraded and filthy
than I have shown it. I do not
suppose that any would wish for a
closer rendering though models are
easy to find. Much of that same talk
can still be heard among the Orc
minded. (Return of the King 412)

Thus in human status, academic
knowledge of lore and even morals, the
narrator reveals himself to be the same
one who chatted away to children years
earlier. However the interrupted quality
is no longer there indicating that speaker
may be the same but he has a different
audience.
The fact that the audience
intended is different is made especially
clear from a letter written as Tolkien was
composing what had originally been
thought would be the sequel to The
Hobbit. In a letter addressed to Sir
Stanely Unwin Tolkien notes that the
sequel was “running its course, and
forgetting ‘children’ and becoming more
terrifying than the Hobbit.” “It may prove
13
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quite unsuitable. It is more ‘adult’--but
my own children who criticize it as it
appears are older. . .” (Letters. 41). It is
notable that he again references his
children to whom he is again orally
reading the action of the new narrative.
Now do not misunderstand, the
speaker in the Hobbit and the Lord of the
Rings is capable of full and striking
description. It is the audience that alters
their presentation. In fact the narrator in
the later work is hardly intrusive at all
because Tolkien correctly determined
that he was no longer needed. But in the
first when depicting horror for children
the narrator holds back.
Compare these two images of
natural devastation, that of the
“Desolation of Smaug” and the
“Desolation of Mordor.” The first is the
narrator’s description of Bilbo and his
company’s arrival at the gate near the
dwarves’ home under the mountain:
They knew that they were drawing
near to the end of their journey, and
that it might be a very horrible end.
The land about them grew bleak
and barren, though once, as Thorin
told them, it had been green and
fair. There was little grass, and
before long there was neither bush
nor tree, and only broken and
blackened stumps to speak of ones
long vanished. They were come to
the Desolation of the Dragon, and
they were come at the waning of
the year. . .They marched under the
grey and silent cliffs to the feet of
Ravenhill. There the river, after
winding a wide loop over the valley
of Dale, turned from the Mountain
on its road to the Lake, flowing
swift and noisily. Its bank was bare
and rocky, tall and steep above the
stream; and gazing out from it over
the narrow water, foaming and
splashing among many boulders,
they could see in the wide valley
shadowed by the Mountain's arms

the grey ruins of ancient houses,
towers, and walls. (The Hobbit

"There lies all that is left of Dale,"
said Balin. "The mountain's sides
were green with woods and all the
sheltered valley rich and pleasant
in the days when the bells rang in
that town.” (216-217)

This is pretty awful stuff, but compare the
above description with a similarly blasted
landscape in the Two Towers in which the
narrator feels free to use his full
descriptive powers:
Frodo looked round in horror.
Dreadful as the Dead Marshes had
been, and the arid moors of the
Noman-lands, more loathsome far
was the country that the crawling
day now slowly unveiled to his
shrinking eyes. Even to the Mere of
Dead Faces some haggard phantom
of green spring would come; but
here neither spring nor summer
would ever come again. Here
nothing lived, not even the leprous
growths that feed on rottenness.
The gasping pools were choked
with ash and crawling muds, sickly
white and grey, as if the mountains
had vomited the filth of their
entrails upon the lands about. High
mounds of crushed and powdered
rock, great cones of earth fireblasted and poison-stained, stood
like an obscene graveyard in
endless rows, slowly revealed in the
reluctant light. They had come to
the desolation that lay before
Mordor: the lasting monument to
the dark labour of its slaves that
should endure when all their
purposes were made void; a land
defiled, diseased beyond all healing
unless the Great Sea should enter in
and wash it with oblivion. 'I feel
sick,' said Sam. Frodo did not speak
(239).
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Here the speaker, the same speaker as the
Hobbit, describes a landscape so utterly
devastated that the images contain
elements of organic decay. Now look how
a difference of audiences shapes the
portrayal of war.
In The Hobbit, the battle of the five
armies is described but at arm’s length:
So began a battle that none had
expected; and it was called the
Battle of Five Armies, and it was
very terrible. Upon one side were
the Goblins and the Wild Wolves,
and upon the other were Elves and
Men and Dwarves. This is how it
fell out. . . .(292)

There is no close detail here. Armies are
described from a distance with
explanation of forces and tactics, but
there is, thankfully, no horror of spilt
blood. And furthermore Bilbo’s part in
the whole battle is tempered first with
humor and his use of the ring.
It was a terrible battle. The most
dreadful of all Bilbo’s experiences,
and the one which at the time he
hated most – which is to say it was
the one he was most proud of, and
most fond of recalling long
afterwards although he was quite
unimportant in it. Actually I must
say he put on his ring early in the
business, and vanished from sight,
if not from all danger. (294).

Did the narrator really have to say that
Bilbo’s role was unimportant or that
instead of fighting, he put the ring on?
Here the story teller surely invokes the
wrath of some readers, but again he is
tempering the battle for young listeners
even as he describes it. It is noteworthy
that he does not wish to romanticize war,
recording Bilbo’s lament that battles are
not really the stuff of songs: “I have
always understood that defeat may be
glorious. It seems very uncomfortable,
not to say distressing” (294). However,
the father-narrator does not want to

overwhelm the young senses either. So,
after seeing the coming of the eagles,
Bilbo is knocked unconscious. Thus the
narrator can have him get all the battle
details second hand in the next chapter.
“All that had happened after he was
stunned, Bilbo learned later; but it gave
him more sorrow than joy, and he was
now weary of his adventure” (301). There
is no need for the child to witness directly
the deaths of several beloved characters,
nor view the terrible and violent
onslaught of the man-bear Beorn.
Compare that battle narrative
with that from The Two Towers at Helm’s
Deep:
At that moment some dozen Orcs
that had lain motionless among the
slain leaped to their feet, and came
silently and swiftly behind. Two
flung themselves to the ground at
Eomer's heels, tripped him, and in a
moment they were on top of him.
But a small dark figure that none
had observed sprang out of the
shadows and gave a hoarse shout:
Baruk Khazad! Khazad ai-menu! An
axe swung and swept back. Two
Orcs fell headless. The rest fled. .
.The assault on the gates was
redoubled. Against the Deeping
Wall the hosts of Isengard roared
like a sea. Orcs and hillmen
swarmed about its feet from end to
end. Ropes with grappling hooks
were hurled over the parapet faster
than men could cut them or fling
them back Hundreds of long
ladders were lifted up. Many were
cast down in ruin, but many more
replaced them, and Orcs sprang up
them like apes in the dark forests of
the South. Before the wall's foot the
dead and broken were piled like
shingle in a storm; ever higher rose
the hideous mounds, and still the
enemy came on (The Two Towers
139-140).
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Children do not need to see heads cut off
or piles of dead so great that they seem
hills on the battlefield.
Is The Hobbit less because it does
not show these terrible details in what
surely is part of the terrible events that
Bilbo experienced? No, the narrator
faithfully presents the effects of war—its
senselessness which leads to Thorin’s
death and the awareness of being
powerless to alter it outcome:
Then Bilbo turned away, and he
went by himself, and sat alone
wrapped in a blanket, and, whether
you believe it or not, he wept until
his eyes were red and his voice was
hoarse. He was a kindly little soul.
Indeed it was long before he had
the heart to make a joke again.
(Hobbit 301)

Again some may see this as being
condescending, but could the phrase
“whether you believe it or not” also not be
a cue to the listeners that it is permissible
for them to weep too? And is there
anything wrong in being “a kindly little
soul”? In fact one of the truths in
Tolkien’s discovered world is that there is
great value in being kindly little souls.
Now that it has been clearly
demonstrated that the paternal oral
narrator of The Hobbit fulfills a central
quality in making the adventure of Bilbo
Baggins appropriate for children, one
might ask should Tolkien have re-written
his story for adults? The answer is no.
One of the aspects of stories found in
scripture as well as in myth and folk tales
is that they are not always safe or
healthful for all ages. Authors, therefore,
at different times have felt the need to
present to young readers texts drawn
from those sources that were appropriate
for their age filled with material which in
its original form might have been too
harsh or terrifying to be appreciated.
Authors like Ingri and Edgar D'Aulaires,
Andrew Lang, Charles Dickens, and
Nathanial Hawthorne have transformed

scripture, myth and folk tales into
narratives for children not because
stories of the supernatural belong only in
undeveloped minds but because their
power to stimulate the imagination and
moral development make such works
possible channels to fulfilling lives. This
is why adults read them too. And this is
why adults should read The Hobbit. If an
adult wishes to experience Middle Earth
without
the
narrator’s
protective
presentation then The Silmarillion and
The Lord of the Rings await.
For those who wonder what The
Hobbit would be like without such
protective buffers it is notable there does
not seem to be any narrator in the
upcoming film The Hobbit: An Unexpected
Journey directed by Peter Jackson, due out
this December. In it Jackson intends to
not only tell of Bilbo’s adventures with
Thorin and company but to also draw
from the material in the appendixes found
at the end of The Return of the King. He
plans to include the conflict of the White
Council against the Necromancer (later
revealed as Sauron) as well as Gandalf’s
journey in the Necromancer’s tower, Dol
Guldur, where he finds Thorin’s father
Thráin II—broken and witless. Much of
this, Tolkien and his oral narrator would
have felt was not within the appropriate
range for children. In fact, it is interesting
that Gandalf, who is the other major
father figure in the novel, actually stands
in the way of Thorin when he considers
avenging himself on the Necromancer for
his father’s death:"We have long ago paid
the goblins of Moria," said Thorin; "we
must give a thought to the Necromancer."
"Don't be absurd! He is an enemy quite
beyond the powers of all the dwarves put
together. . .The dragon and the Mountain
are more than big enough tasks for you!"
(Hobbit 34-35). And so, although he
exists, Sauron is expunged from the
children’s narrative of The Hobbit, but he
will be in the new film.
Thus the story which was
originally a children’s narrative will be
16

Father Knows Best · Anderson Rearick III

presented in a form appropriate for
adults.
In fact—if the trailers are
accurate—rather than being a story for
children, the new Hobbit will be based on
Frodo “coming of age.” The opening
comments by Bilbo make it clear that the
time for protection is over.
My dear Frodo, you asked me once
if I had told you everything there
was to know about my adventures.
While I can honestly say what I told
you was the truth, I may not have
told you all of it” (Jackson)

Therefore, this version of The Hobbit is,
unlike the original, NOT a child’s version
of the discovered history of Tolkien but is
instead a revelation given to one who has
come of age. That being the case, the
paternal oral narrator is no longer
needed.
Would this new interpretation
have bothered Tolkien? Impossible to
tell, but probably not. Years earlier when
he first began to lay out the idea of this
sub-creation (the term he would come to
use for the fantasy setting he’d
discovered) he said this:
I would draw some of the great
tales in fullness, and leave many
only placed in the scheme, and
sketched. The cycles should be
linked to a majestic whole and yet
leave scope for other minds and
hands, wielding paint, music, and
drama. Absurd. (Letters 145).

Absurd then; prophetic now. And so, as
Gandalf leaves Bilbo on his own just
outside Mirkwood because he knows like
a father that eventually the child must
stand on his own, so the story of The
Hobbit most now stand without a father’s
voice. May it remain true to its father’s
spirit.

Works Cited
Anderson, Douglas A. Ed. The Annotated
Hobbit. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1988. Print.
Carpenter, Humphrey. Tolkien: A Biography.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1977. Print
Chance, Jane. “The King Under the Mountain:
Tolkien’s Children’s Story.” J.R.R. Tolkien: New
Edition. Ed. Harold Bloom New York: Infobase:
59-76.Print.
Chance-Nitzsche, Jane. Tolkien’s Art A
Mythology for England. New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1979. Print.
Desi Baggins [online name]. “Re: The Hobbit Week 1 - Ch. 1 An Unexpected Party” Tolkien's
Ring. Tolkien'sRing Porboards, 6 Jul 2004.
Web. 13 June. 2012.
Jackson, Peter. “Trailer for The Hobbit: An
Unexpected Journey” New Line Cinema. Dec.
20 2011. Accessed on 20 May 2012. Video.
Lewis, Clive Staples. “On the Ways of Writing
for Children.” On Stories. Orlando:
Harvest/Harcourt, 1982. 31-43. Print.
Litschko, Nadja. The Voice of the Narrator in
J.R.R. Tolkien's The Hobbit, Munich, GRIN
Publishing GmbH. 2006. Print.
Norman, Philip “The Prevalence of Hobbits”
The New York Times 15 Jan. 1957. Web 13
June 2012.
Pearce, Joseph Tolkien Man and Myth. San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1998. Print.
Scoville Chester N., “Hobbit, The” J.R.R. Tolkien
Encyclopedia Scholarship and Critical
Assessment. Michael Drout Ed. Routledge: New
York, 2007. 277-279. Print.
Thomas, Paul Edmund. “Some of Tolkien’s
Narrators.” Tolkien’s Legendarium: Essays on
The History of Middle-Earth. Ed. Verlyn
Flieger and Carl Hostetter. Westport:
Greenwood Press, 2000: 161-181. Print.
Tolkien, J.R.R. The Annotated Hobbit. Ed
Douglas Anderson. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1988. Print.
---The Fellowship of the Ring. Revised Ed.
Boston:: Houghton Mifflin,1965.
Print.
--- The Letters of J.R.R. Tolkien. Ed. Humphrey
Carpenter. Boston:: Houghton Mifflin,
1981. Print.
---The Two Towers. Revised Ed. Boston::
Houghton Mifflin,1965. Print.

17

Father Knows Best · Anderson Rearick III

Although the 1979 text is clearly the original,
for the purposes of this paper Jane Chance’s
comments will be taken from her article in the
more current anthology Bloom’s Modern
Critical Views: J.R.R. Tolkien (2008) edited by
the ubiquitous Harold Bloom.
2 These calculations were made by the author
using public information available online of
the birth dates of the Tolkien children and the
dates given by Carpenter (177) for the first
appearances of the story [1930] and the
publication date of the Norman interview
[1957].
3 If the juvenile Lord of the Rings top scoring
bothered Barnes, how much more must have
it also been for her to know that the even
overtly child-intended The Hobbit made
nineteen within the top twenty most
important works in the same Waterstone poll.
4 In spite of Thomas’ claim that the narrator
has “a masculine voice” (162) there is no
evidence within the text that suggests the
narrator’s gender. In fact the audio of the
book sent out by Tapes for the Blind is read by
a woman. It works just fine. Far more
important is the fact that the narrator is an
elder speaking to children. However for
sanity’s sake and because Thomas is probably
right to align the speaker with Tolkien
himself, the male pronoun will be used for the
rest of the paper.
5 One could speculate that the voice here is
actually just an editor, a different voice than
the narrator. But there is no evidence one
way or the other and authors often present
prologues.
6 The references used by Thomas within the
citation to The Hobbit are all taken from The
Annotated Hobbit edited by Douglas Anderson
and therefore match all other references
found in this article.
7 Nadja Litschko is using the HarperCollins,
four edition, of Tolkien’s The Hobbit or There
and Back Again 1999. In the Annotated Hobbit
those page numbers are 160, 167 and 172
respectfully.
1
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A Meaningful Hierarchy:
How C.S. Lewis Perceives Humanity’s Significance
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On Saturday 19 September 1931,
C. S. Lewis and J. R. R. Tolkien bonded
over the term mythopoeia (“mythmaking”) during their famous stroll down
Addison’s Walk (Carpenter 42). While on
this walk, Lewis and Tolkien discussed
how a storyteller “‘or sub-creator’ as
Tolkien liked to call such a person, is
actually fulfilling God’s purpose, and
reflecting a splintered fragment of the
true light” (43). Lewis wrote to one of his
dearest friends, Arthur Greeves, twelve
days later, claiming that he went from
believing in God to definitely believing in
Christ (45). While this event certainly
reveals a theological standpoint of
Tolkien and Lewis, the claim that humans
fulfill God’s purpose by sub-creating
implies another important aspect of their
worldview: that humanity is somehow
different from other creatures. 1 Perhaps,
as G. K. Chesterton remarks in The
Everlasting Man, a text we know
contributed to Lewis’ conversion,
humanity is “the measure of all things”
(35). Measurement, of course, demands a
scale from great to small—in this case, a
hierarchy from the greatest of beings to
the lowest. Lewis, through his literature,
reveals the significance of humanity in the
hierarchy of the universe. Within his core
works, humanity’s significance may be
observed in three contexts: humanity as a
hybrid of bestial and divine; humanity as
the protagonist of the Christian divine
metanarrative; and humanity as a
transformative creature.

In a paradoxical statement—a
style for which he is often recognized—
Chesterton sets the stage for Lewis when
he notes the irony of the human animal:
“the more we really look at man as an
animal, the less he will look like one” (The
Everlasting Man 27), for, as Chesterton
further remarks in Orthodoxy, “we do not
fit in to the world. I had tried to be happy
by telling myself that man is an animal,
like any other which sought its meat from
God. But now I really was happy, for I had
learnt that man is a monstrosity. I had
been right in feeling all things as odd, for I
myself was at once worse and better than
all things” (72-73). Chesterton argues
that humans are set apart from other
creatures: “In so far as I am Man I am the
chief of creatures….Man was a state of
God walking about the garden. Man had
pre-eminence over all the brutes; man
was only sad because he was not a beast,
but a broken god” (Orthodoxy 87). 2
Humanity, thus, finds itself in a conflicted,
paradoxical state of existence—between
the earthly and the divine, the physical
and the metaphysical.
Lewis, likewise, recognizes the
uniqueness of humans among all other
creatures. In Mere Christianity, Lewis
states that a human “is subjected to
various biological laws which he cannot
disobey any more than an animal
can…but the law which is peculiar to his
human nature, the law he does not share
with animals or vegetables or inorganic
things, is the one he can disobey if he
2
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chooses” (16)—what Lewis calls the Law
of Nature, the Law of Descent Behaviour,
or the Moral Law. The Moral Law “is not
any one instinct or set of instincts: it is
something which makes a kind of tune
(the tune we call goodness or right
conduct) by directing the instincts)” (21).
In regard to animals, humans are, as
Ransom of That Hideous Strength states,
“More. But not less” (379). The demon
Screwtape describes humans quite well as
amphibians, “half spirit and half
animal…As spirits they belong to the
eternal world, but as animals they inhabit
time” (206). Through Screwtape, Lewis
further asserts that the hybrid quality of
humans is the cause of Lucifer’s revolt.
Humans, therefore, are hybrids of animal
and spirit, time and eternity. Bios is the
term Lewis gives to the natural, animal
side of humans which “is always tending
to run down and decay so that it can only
be kept up by incessant subsidies from
Nature in the form of air, water, food, etc.”
(Mere Christianity 131) In regard to the
spiritual side, however, Lewis uses the
term Zoe to refer to the spiritual energy
and knowledge which is of God (131).
According to Lewis, because of the
paradoxical presence of both Bios and Zoe
in humans, humans are “the highest of the
animals,” and “we get the completest
resemblance to God which we know of”
(131).
The power of reason is often
recognized as one of the characteristics
that divides humanity from the rest of the
animal Kingdom. Agreeably, Lewis posits
for two lobes of the human mind: while
faith is built upon what is accepted in
reason, “the battle is between faith and
reason on one side and emotion and
imagination on the other” (Mere
Christianity 116).
The narrator of
Perelandra, for example, calls the
reasoning quadrant “a chattering part of
the mind which continues, until it is
corrected, to chatter on even in the
holiest of places” (140). Thus, while
Ransom stands in the presence of

Maleldil—or, God, in Lewis’ Space
Trilogy—in a prayer, his calculating side
continued to “pour queries and objections
into his brain” in order to combat his faith
(141). His reason, at this moment, is
wrestling with his faith.
Lewis further portrays the
divisions of the human mind in That
Hideous Strength when Jane is given
direction from Ransom; while one part of
herself is completely receptive to
Ransom, another seeks to control the
situation, another produced moral
confusion, and still a final portion felt joy
(150-51). Characters like Jane and, later
in the story, Mark experience a division of
mind; one part reasons the event and
contexts while the other expresses
feelings about the event. One must,
eventually, choose a side. When Mark is
overcome by reason and its parallel with
emotion, he had “his first deeply moral
experience. He was choosing a side: the
Normal. ‘All that,’ as he called it, was
what he chose. If the scientific point of
view led away from ‘all that,’ then be
damned to the scientific point of view”
(294). Mark, thus, chooses the irrational,
yet reasonable side: the “normal.” He
decides against what science, stimulus,
and evidence might suggest in the
rational point of view; Mark, instead,
exercises reason, faith, emotion, and
imagination together to accept divine
truth.
Mark’s reasoning may be sharply
contrasted to the actions of dear Mr.
Bultitude, the “great snuffly, wheezly,
beady-eyed, loose-skinned, gor-bellied
brown bear,” who is treated kindly and
pronounced a safe animal (164). The
wizard
Merlin
prophesizes
the
significance of the bear’s role in the story
of the world: “He said that before
Christmas this bear would do the best
deed that any bear had done in Britain
except some other bear that none of us
had ever heard of” (282). His “mind was
as furry and as unhuman in shape as his
body,” having no ability to remember
3
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much of his history, to recognize himself
as a bear and his caretakers as humans, or
to know that he did love and trust his
caretakers: “The words I and Me and Thou
was absent from his mind” (306). He is
incapable of asking the question “why?”
(307) Mr. Bultitude is, in fact, only a bear,
able to feel Ivy’s love and care but unable
to comprehend it (308), for he possessed
“an inarticulate want for human
companionship to which he was
accustomed...[and] sorrow such as only
animals know—huge seas of disconsolate
emotion with not one little raft of reason
to float on” (350). The bear’s inability to
reason, however, is what most separates
him from humans; thus, his part in the
story consists of ruthless killings of the
Belbury group members. In the midst of
his slaughtering of humans, “The pride
and insolent glory of the beast, the
carelessness of its killings, seemed to
crush his spirit even as its flat feet were
crushing women and men. Here surely
came the King of the world…then
everything went black and he knew no
more” (350).
Mr. Bultitude cannot
comprehend his emotion; he can only act.
He lacks the reason, faith, imagination,
and emotional awareness that Lewis
believes to be part of humanity.
The animal’s inability to reason is
not the only characteristic which
separates humans from beasts; Lewis also
notes the ability to create art as a point of
separation from beasts.
To aid his
position, Lewis defines the words creating
and begetting: “To beget is to become the
father of: to create is to make. And the
difference is this. When you beget, you
beget something of the same kind as
yourself.
A man begets human
babies….But when you make, you make
something of a different kind from
yourself” (Mere Christianity 130). Any
animal can reproduce, but humans are the
only animals who can really create. 3
Humanity is certainly the highest
of animals; in regard to the divine,
however, humanity is at the base of the

hierarchy.
When explaining the
relationship between God and humans,
Lewis personifies God: “Let us pretend
that this is not a mere creature, but our
Son. It is like Christ in so far as it is a Man,
for He became Man. Let us pretend that it
is also like Him in Spirit. Let us treat it as
if it were what in fact it is not. Let us
pretend in order to make the pretence
into a reality” (155).
Sandwiched
between the animals and the divine,
humanity dresses up to be like Sons of
God when, in fact, they are incomplete
Sons of God. Humanity, as you recall,
relies on Bios and must be fed Zoe
through God. Humanity may rise or fall in
that hierarchy: traveling beastward or
into the holy. As Donald T. Williams
writes in Mere Humanity, “In summary, to
be human is to be an animal who is more,
who has also a spiritual nature and is
therefore aware of and accountable to
follow spiritual values” (33).
Humans, thus, have a choice
whether to accept the role of a Son or
Daughter of God. Again, addressing the
reader through a persona of God, “Make
no mistake…if you let me, I will make you
perfect. The moment you put yourself in
my hands, that is what you are in for.
Nothing less, or other, than that. You
have free will, and if you choose you can
push Me away. But if you do not push Me
away, understand that I am going to see
this job through” (161). Accordingly, one
has a choice either to follow God’s
purpose to perfection or not to do so;
there is no neutral ground. As Camilla
remarks to Jane in That Hideous Strength,
“Don’t you see…that you can’t be neutral?
If you don’t give yourself to us, the enemy
will use you” (115). Alan Jacobs placed
Lewis’ worldview in terms of “forks”
yesterday, not unlike the direction we are
going here.
In agreement with Process
Theology, Lewis posits that everyone is
moving in one direction or the other,
either toward or away from God,
participating in a divine metanarrative.
4
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Some are Christians but losing their
Christianity; others may not dare call
themselves Christians but are on their
way there (Mere Christianity 165). The
middle is a dangerous place to be,
however, whether one is moving toward
or away from God. Screwtape remarks,
“Indeed the safest road to Hell is the
gradual one—the gentle slope, soft
underfoot, without sudden turnings,
without milestones, without signposts”
(Screwtape 220). In Lewis’ view, while
one is constantly traveling in either
direction, she must choose a side both
definitively and purposefully.
Although Process Theology seems
tangential to our discussion of the
significance of humanity, Lewis argues
that one’s journey toward or away from
God is what makes humanity especially
significant. Individually, humans have the
unique opportunity, unlike any other
animal, to become more and more
spiritual until, ultimately, becoming
supernatural: “He is beginning to turn you
into the same kind of thing as Himself. He
is beginning, so to speak, to ‘inject’ His
kind of life and thought, His Zoe, into you;
beginning to turn the tin soldier into a live
man” (Mere Christianity 153).
The
Christian becomes more spiritual, more
alive, and more knowledgeable in the way
that God is the way, the life, and the
truth—but on a smaller scale, for
“Christianity thinks of human individuals
not as mere members of a group or items
in a list, but as organs in a body—
different from one another and each
contributing what no other could” (149).
The part of humanity who journeys
toward God must unite with one another,
existing as a part of the body of Christ in
the world.
The individual journey
becomes a journey together. As Lewis
writes, “If you could see humanity spread
out in time, as God sees it, it would not
look like a lot of separate things dotted
about. It would look like on single
growing thing—rather like a very
complicated tree. Every individual would

appear connected with every other” (14647), or as Screwtape claims, humans “are
to be one with Him, but yet themselves”
(207). Humans, while individual and
separate from one another, are a part of
the whole of humanity; God, accordingly,
seeks to make humans more like Himself:
one who is more than one. Essentially,
each person must contribute his or her
part of the body to fulfill the task of that
organ, as Paul writes of the church in 1
Corinthians 12.12-27.
Lewis admits,
“Christians are Christ’s body, the
organism through which He works. Every
addition to that body enables Him to do
more” (Mere Christianity 60). Humanity
is, essentially, the protagonist of a divine
metanarrative— moving either away
from God and toward isolation or away
from isolation and toward God with His
presence on earth through the Church.
While each person may have a
place in the body of Christ and in the
divine metanarrative, Lewis asserts that
finding and accepting one’s place in the
narrative is sometimes difficult.
In
Perelandra,
for
example,
Ransom
struggles with his position in the body of
the church. Amidst discursive arguments
between himself and the Un-man, Ransom
questions God:
Why did no miracle come? Or
rather, why no miracle on the right
side? For the presence of the
Enemy was in itself a kind of
Miracle. Had Hell a prerogative to
work wonders? Why did Heaven
work none? Not for the first time
he found himself questioning
Divine Justice.
He could not
understand why Maleldil should
remain absent when the Enemy
was there in person. (140)

As he is mentally grumbling about God’s
inactivity in the events around him,
Ransom suddenly “knew that Maleldil
was not absent” (140). Within moments,
Ransom realizes that, while the Un-man
was the ambassador of Hell, “That miracle
5
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on the right side, which he had demanded,
had in fact occurred. He himself was the
miracle” (141). Following his epiphany,
Ransom accepts his role in the Christian
body—to be God’s representative in the
fight over the Lady of Perelandra;
ultimately, if Perelandra’s fate “lay in
Maleldil’s hands, Ransom and the Lady
were those hands” (142).
Ransom discovers his role as what
Lewis terms the “New Man”—that is,
Ransom acts as one of God’s children:
“God became man to turn creatures into
sons: not simply to produce better men of
the old kind but to produce a new kind of
man. It is not like teaching a horse to
jump better and better but like turning a
horse into a winged creature….It is not
mere improvement but Transformation”
(Mere Christianity 170-71). 4 When God
has been given the submission and
willingness of humans to become the New
Human, he infects us with his energy, joy,
wisdom, and love to make us into gods
and goddesses reflective of the God. As
Lewis notes, “The process will be long and
in parts very painful, but that is what we
are in for” (163). But, as the New Humans
admit in Perelandra, “it is He who is
strong and makes me strong” (66).
Empowered by and reflecting God,
each New Human has a special plan and
purpose in the divine metanarrative as a
part of the church. Lewis argues that as
each person has a different command,
each person has a different set of rules
and responsibilities. On Perelandra, for
example, “Maleldil has forbidden in one
what He allows in another” (Perelandra
75). This is not to be confused with
relativist morality but understood that
Lewis is describing the different purposes
for the various parts of the body of the
Church. On Perelandra (Mars), the Lady
is forbidden to be on fixed land and must
remain on floating lands until she is
rejoined with her King; on Thulcandra
(Earth), humans are permitted to reside
on fixed lands: nothing else exists! Lewis,
thus, is not arguing for relativist morality;

instead, he posits that each person has a
unique command, forbidding, and overall
purpose as individual parts of the body of
the church.
Accordingly, the Lady
comments, “I am His beast, and all His
biddings are joys” (76). The joy of
obeying Christ’s biddings—that is the joy
which Lewis believes we all should have.
The joy the Lady finds in
obedience to God is like the New Human’s
joy; in Mere Christianity, Lewis writes, “To
become new men means losing what we
now call ‘ourselves’….The more we get
what we now call ‘ourselves’ out of the
way and let Him take us over, the more
truly ourselves we become” (175). In a
sense, humanity has embraced the halfanimal side rather than the half-spiritual
side; by giving it all over, Lewis believes
that one can discover her true self: “Until
you have given up your self to Him you
will not have a real self” (176).
But where does this loss of self
leave the animal side of the human? What
about the human’s responsibility as a
creature of God as well as a Son of God?
The third element of humanity’s
significance in the hierarchy of the divine
metanarrative, according to Lewis, is the
mastering of animals. Donald T. Williams
asserts that Lewis means leadership
rather than mastering in terms of slavery,
the word which Lewis repeatedly uses
(97-98); however, I do not believe that
the term leadership reaches as far as
Lewis intends. In Mere Christianity, Lewis
uses the metaphor of a human’s
relationship with a dog: “We treat our
dogs as if they were ‘almost human’: that
is why they really become ‘almost human’
in the end” (155). A dog’s knowledge
does not result from setting an example,
as leadership might imply; rather, the
knowledge to be more human-like is a
result of being treated humanly: “I think I
can see how the higher animals are in a
sense drawn into Man when he loves
them and makes them (as he does) much
more nearly human than they would
otherwise be” (159).
6
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In the same way that God treats
humans with the potential of rising in the
hierarchy, humans are supposed to act as
beastmasters by training the beasts to be
more human-like.
Ransom, likewise,
states to the Lady of Perelandra, “The
beasts in your world seem almost
rational” to which the Lady responds, “We
make them older every day….Is not that
what it means to be a beast?” (Perelandra
65) Accordingly, the King of Perelandra
states, “We will make the nobler of the
beasts so wise that they will become hnau
and speak: their lives shall awake to a
new life in us as we awake in Maleldil”
(211). Lewis, therefore, posits that hnau,
including humans, must take care of the
world around them, for “beasts must be
ruled by hnau and hnau by eldila and
eldila by Maleldil” (Out of the Silent Planet
102). One does not have to search far in
Lewis’ canon to find examples of the
beast-mastering principle: from Shasta
and Bree in The Horse and His Boy to the
cabby’s horse-turned-unicorn in The
Magician’s Nephew to Ransom and Mr.
Bultitude in That Hideous Strength.
Perhaps
Ransom
articulates
humanity’s place in the hierarchy best as
the eldila—the angels of the Space
Trilogy—and the animals gather around
the humans in Lewis’ That Hideous
Strength: “We are now as we ought to
be—between the angels who are our
elder brothers and the beasts who are our
jesters, servants and playfellows” (378).
The true New Human, who, like Ransom,
follows the Law of Human Nature,
submits himself to God, and shepherds
the lesser animals, will eventually pass
into heaven, becoming full of Zoe. As the
hrossa sing during the funeral service in
Out of the Silent Planet, “Let it go down;
the hnau rises from it” (131). Lewis
posits, through the words of Ransom, that
heaven removes the “present functions
and appetites of the human body” and
takes us into heaven as one of heaven’s
own (32). Accordingly, the last of Ransom
is a kind farewell to all of his house before

the descent of the vessel which is to take
him into the Deep Heaven, entering into
the fullness of Zoe and the Numinous
(381).
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Lewis and Tolkien were not validating a
humanistic philosophy like that which affirms
humans as perfect; rather, as will be further
discussed, the authors posited humanity’s
significance and purpose in the story of the
universe.
2 In discussing the development of humanity,
Chesterton, unavoidably, deals with
evolutionary theory; accordingly, he wrote
The Everlasting Man to combat the “vague
notion” of evolution (71). Evolutionary
theory, for Chesterton, is vague for its lack of
evidence. Because science devalues the
Creation story for the absence of empirical
evidence, Chesterton argues, “There is not a
shadow of evidence that this thing [human]
was evolved at all. There is not a particle of
proof that this transition came slowly, or even
that it came naturally. In a strictly scientific
sense, we simply know nothing whatever
about how it grew, or whether it grew, or
what it is” (38). In regard to the evolutionary
assumption that humans are the same as any
other animal, he writes about the superiority
of humans over animals:
We can accept man as a fact, if we are
content with an unexplained fact. We
can accept him as an animal, if we can
live with a fabulous animal. But if we
must needs have sequence and
necessity, then indeed, we must
provide a prelude and crescendo of
mounting miracles, that ushered in
with unthinkable thunders in all the
seven heavens of another order, a man
may be an ordinary thing. (39)
Although confusing, the statement essentially
claims that humans are superior from
whatever perspective the race is viewed—as
fact or animal; however, if one establishes a
process of evolution from animals to humans,
then the uniqueness of humans is entirely
lost, for humans are only another link in the
chain of evolution—and, therefore, nothing
special.
1

Certainly, other animals can create, but they
do so with a very limited capacity. Chesterton
notes in The Everlasting Man that “the very
fact that birds do build nests is one of those
similarities that sharpen the startling
difference. The very fact that the bird can get
as far as building a nest, and cannot get any
farther, proves that he has not a mind as man
has a mind; it proves it more completely than
if he built nothing at all” (37).
4 Terry Glaspey in Not a Tame Lion, cites
Eustace’s transformation into a dragon in The
Voyage of the Dawn Treader as an example of
how transformation can, similarly, happen in
reverse. Lewis may have adapted this concept
from MacDonald. Lina, for example, has the
appearance of a dog but the soul of a child
who “was naughty, but is now growing good”
(137).
3
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Facts and Meanings: From Word to Myth
David Rozema
University of Nebraska Kerney

Let me begin by tickling your
mind with a comparison of several quotes
from two Cambridge men. Here are two
from the first Cambridge man:
For a large class of cases—
though not for all—in which we
employ the word “meaning” it can
be defined thus: the meaning of a
word is its use in the language.
Think of the tools in a tool-box:
there is a hammer, pliers, a saw, a
screwdriver, a ruler, a glue-pot,
glue, nails, and screws. The
functions of words are as diverse as
the functions of these objects. (And
in both cases there are similarities.)
Of course, what confuses us is the
uniform appearance of words when
we hear them spoken or meet them
in script and print. For their
application is not presented to us so
clearly. Especially when we are
doing philosophy!
It is like looking into the cabin of
a locomotive. We see handles all
looking more or less alike.
(Naturally, since they are all
supposed to be handled.) But one is
the handle of a crank which can be
moved continuously (it regulates
the opening of a valve); another is
the handle of a switch, which has
only two effective positions, it is
either off or on; a third is the handle
of a brake-lever, the harder one
pulls on it, the harder it brakes; a

fourth, the handle of a pump: it has
an effect only so long as it is moved
to and fro. (Wittgenstein, 1958,
remarks 43, 11, 12)

The author of these passages is
reminding us, by means of the analogies
with the tools and the handles, that words
have many various uses. A hammer may
be used to pound nails, but it may also be
used to pull them out, or to straighten
them. It may also be used to crush stones,
to tap a die, or to find a beam behind a
wall. It may even serve as a paper-weight.
Similarly with the other tools mentioned.
In addition, each tool is different from the
others in its range of possible uses. With
the handles, the reminder is similar:
though they are all handles, their
functions are various and quite different
from each other.
This author reminds us of these
things because, as he says, “the uniform
appearance of words when we hear them
spoken or meet them in script or print”
can confuse us. Let’s take, for example,
the word “have”—a word as common in
most people’s vocabulary as a hammer is
in most people’s tool-boxes. Compare the
function of the word “have” in the
following sentences: “I have a house and
two cars”; “I have a wife and two
children”; “I have a headache”; “I have an
idea.” Is the word “have” used in the same
way in all of these sentences? Is it used
the same way in any two of them? Clearly
not. Yet, the word itself is the same. If we
2
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took one meaning of the word to be the
only one, and then tried to understand the
other sentences with that meaning the
result would be confusion. But not
necessarily an obvious confusion: it
would be subtle, for we would be
attempting to use the word in one of its
legitimate senses, only it would not be a
sensible use in that particular context.
Here is another example: the
word “event.” Consider the following
sentences: “Upcoming events at the
Performing Arts Center include . . .”;
“Coming to the Inklings conference has
been one of the greatest events of my
life”; “In the event of flooding, seek
shelter in an upper storey”; “Astronomical
events, such as supernovae and the
formation of black holes, are rarely seen
from earth”; “Research on the workings of
the brain is shedding light on mental
events, such as remembering, decisionmaking, and imagining.” Is the use of the
word “event” the same in all of these
cases? The last sentence is particularly
puzzling, for it seems to cross the
boundary of the sensible uses of the word
“event”: that is, it doesn’t quite seem right
to think of memories, decisions, and
imaginings as “events.” But, perhaps, this
unseemly feeling might itself be simply
another “mental event”!
In any event, as the author also
reminds us, what we need in order to
avoid this sort of confusion is a clear
presentation of the application of the
word; we need the word’s “use in the
language”; we need a particular context.
This author has noticed that such
confusion is especially prominent in
doing philosophy, for it is common to find
amongst philosophers a “craving for
generality” or a “contemptuous attitude
toward the particular case.” That is,
rather than looking at the differences
between particular uses of these words,
the tendency is to want to know what
these words mean “in general.”
Now, here are more ticklers from
the second Cambridge man:

As everyone knows, words
constantly take on new meanings.
Since these do not necessarily, nor
even usually, obliterate the old
ones, we should picture this
process not on the analogy of an
insect undergoing metamorphoses
but rather on that of a tree
throwing out new branches, which
themselves throw out subordinate
branches; in fact, as ramification.
The new branches sometimes
overshadow and kill the old ones
but by no means always. … When
we use one word in many different
senses we avail ourselves of the
results of semantic ramification.
[But] we can do this successfully
without being aware of them. …
Each new speaker learns his native
language chiefly by imitation, partly
by those hurried scraps of amateur
lexicography which his elders
produce in answer to the frequent
question, ‘What does that mean?’
He does not at first—how should
he?—distinguish between different
senses of one word and different
words. They all have to be learned
in the same way. … It is this most
important principle that enables
speakers to give half a dozen
different meanings to a single word
with very little danger of confusion.
… What seems to me certain is that
in ordinary language the sense of a
word is governed by the context
and this sense normally excludes all
others from the mind. … It is of
course the insulating power of the
context which enables old senses to
persist, uncontaminated by newer
ones. Thus, train (of a dress) and
train (on the railway), or civil
(courteous) and civil (not military),
or magazine (a store) and magazine
(a periodical) do not interfere with
one another because they are
unlikely to occur in the same
context. They live happily by
3
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keeping out of each other’s way.
(Lewis, 1960, 9-12)

Notice, first of all, the remarkable
similarity of this author’s comments with
those of the first author. Perhaps you do
not find it remarkable. After all, the main
point is obvious. (Perhaps this is why it is
so often overlooked.) But the similarity
goes quite deep. Both authors recognize
the distinctively different uses of the same
word: there need be no drawn or
conscious connection between one use
and the other. This implies that there is
no single “primary” or “literal” sense of a
word: two different uses of the same
word might be as distinctive as two
different words. Thus, as both authors
also recognize, danger lurks when a word
is abstracted from its particular context—
from its uses in ordinary language—and
then investigated for its “meaning.” To do
so would be analogous to looking at the
hammer, setting in the tool-box, and
asking, “Well, what is the function of that
hammer now, when it’s not being used for
anything? What is it doing when it’s not
doing anything?” The danger here is to
suppose that this is a sensible question—
or, in order to avoid confusion myself,
perhaps I should say, to suppose it makes
sense as a question. Such abstracting of
well known words from their use in
particular contexts and then looking for
their “meaning” is the source of many socalled philosophical problems. And the
danger involved in trying to give
“solutions” to such “problems” is the same
as what gives rise to them in the first
place. For, as our second author says,
When a word has several meanings
historical circumstances often make
one of them dominant during a
particular period. The dominant
sense of any word lies uppermost in
our minds. Wherever we meet the
word, our natural impulse will be to
give it that sense. When this
operation results in nonsense, we
see our mistake and try over again.

But if it makes tolerable sense our
tendency is to go merrily on. We are
often deceived. In an old author [or
in another context] the word may
mean something different. I call
such senses dangerous senses,
because they lure us into
misreadings. (Lewis, 1960, 13)

And this reminds me, too, of what our
first author says of such problems:
These are, of course, not empirical
problems; they are solved, rather,
by looking into the workings of our
language, and that in such a way as
to make us recognize those
workings; in despite of an urge to
misunderstand them. The problems
are solved, not by giving new
information, but by arranging what
we have always known. Philosophy
is a battle against the bewitchment
of our intelligence by means of
language. (Wittgenstein, 1958,
remark 109)

And what, then, is the aim of each
of these men in investigating the
meanings of words? Our second author
says that one of his aims is “to facilitate,
as regards certain words, a more accurate
reading of old books.” (Lewis, 1960, 3) It
is fair to suppose that this aim is part of a
larger aim: to facilitate accurate reading
of any or all books, of listening to any or
all stories. Our first author has famously
said that his aim is “to show the fly the
way out of the flybottle.” (Wittgenstein,
1958, remark 309) On the supposition
that any reader of his books is at least
competent enough to know a metaphor
when he or she reads one, we can safely
interpret this remark to mean that his
aim, too, is to help his readers escape
misunderstandings,
misreading,
“nonsense disguised as sense”—that is, to
become good readers and listeners.
Thus, we find our authors aiming
at the same end: not the end of knowing
facts, but, rather, of understanding
4
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meanings. Or, to put it another way, these
men want to save us from the temptation
to take our language to be only
propositional or representational; to
remind us of the multitude of uses we
have for words, sentences, paragraphs,
stories—even entire books—in order to
then understand their use, their meaning,
in each particular case. If there is danger
in falling under the illusion that a word is
being used meaningfully, sensibly, when,
in fact, it is not being so used, then there
is also danger in falling under the illusion
that a sentence or a story is being
meaningfully, sensibly used when the
surroundings that would give it a clear
sense are lacking. The danger is
misunderstanding, missing the meaning.
I would now like to skip around
this Wood between Words to that Pond
called “Myth” and ask: “How, then, are we
to know the meaning of a myth?” Of
course, each myth will have its own
particular meaning, but what can we say
more generally about the way in which
we are to read or hear—or even believe—
myths and mythical stories? As with
words and sentences, these myths can be
rightly understood only in the context of
their use—or, better yet, by looking at
their affects, what they do to us when we
hear them or read them. I think any
sensible person would see straight away
that such stories are not meant as reports
or hypotheses or histories.
In his masterful monograph, An
Experiment in Criticism, C.S. Lewis devotes
an entire chapter to myth. Since his
“experiment” is to distinguish between
literary and unliterary readers rather
than between good and bad literature, he
does not attempt to provide literary or
textual criteria for determining what kind
of story is or isn’t a myth. Rather, he
defines mythical stories (or the mythical
aspects of stories) in terms of what
characteristic effects these stories have
on us. In the earlier chapters of the book,
Lewis argues that a literary reader is one
who opens himself up to whatever piece

of literature he reads so that its artistic
powers might be fully realized. A good
book will show itself to a good reader. But
Lewis says that the power of a myth does
not lie primarily in its artistic excellence
or its literary presentation: “There is,
then, a particular kind of story which has
value in itself—a value independent of its
embodiment in any literary work. The
story of Orpheus strikes, and strikes deep,
of itself; the fact that Virgil and others
have told it in good poetry is irrelevant.
To think about it and be moved by it is not
necessarily to think about those poets or
to be moved by them.” (Lewis, 1961, 41)
Thus, when it comes to myths, the
distinction between “the literary” and
“the unliterary” is not made by reference
to the literary quality of the writing: “The
value of myth is not a specifically literary
value, nor the appreciation of myth a
specifically literary experience.” (Lewis,
1961, 46) Rather, Lewis makes the
distinction between the myth-lover and
the “unliterary” reader of myths in terms
of the kind of response they each have to
reading (or hearing) the myth. Whereas
the latter—the unliterary reader—reacts
to the mythical story as he would to any
narrative, temporally and superficially;
the former—the myth lover—will find the
myth to be permanently, deeply moving.
“He [the myth lover] will be moved by the
myth as long as he lives; they [the
unliterary readers of myths], when the
momentary excitement is over and the
momentary curiosity appeased, will
forget the Event forever. And rightly, for
the sort of event they value has no claims
on the lasting allegiance of the
imagination.” (Lewis, 1961, 47) The
difference, in short, lies in the capacity to
receive what the mythical story has to
offer, regardless of the literary merits of
how it is presented; a certain sensibility
to—and an appreciation for—beings,
places, happenings, ideas and choices
whose importance and worth lies beyond
ourselves and our experience.
5
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Besides the extra-literary nature
of myth, Lewis adds other characteristics
of our response to the mythical: “The
pleasure of myth depends hardly at all on
such usual narrative attractions as
suspense or surprise. Even on first
hearing it is felt to be inevitable”; “Human
sympathy is at a minimum. We do not
project ourselves at all strongly into the
characters. They are like shapes moving
in another world. We feel indeed that the
pattern of their movements has a
profound relevance to our own life, but
we do not imaginatively transport
ourselves into theirs”; “Myth is always, in
one sense of the word, ‘fantastic’. It deals
with impossibles and preternaturals”;
“The experience may be sad or joyful but
it is always grave”; “The experience is not
only grave but awe-inspiring. We feel it to
be numinous. It is as if something of great
importance has been communicated to
us.” (Lewis, 1961, 43-44)
Here, again, Wittgenstein offers us
some
very
helpful
reminders,
complementing what Lewis has to say
about myth. In his Remarks on Frazer’s
‘Golden Bough’, Wittgenstein investigates
the source of Frazer’s—and, in general,
modern
anthopology’s—
misunderstanding of religious stories and
practices, including those elements we
would call mythical. Frazer takes these
myths, and the rituals and ceremonies
that are often tied up with them, as false
accounts of what “really” happens (or
happened) in time and space—
historically or scientifically. In other
words, he takes them as incorrect
explanations, which are also very often
simplistic, primitive and even barbaric.
But, as Wittgenstein writes,
Frazer’s account of the magical and
religious notions of men is
unsatisfactory: it makes these
notions appear as mistakes.

Was Augustine mistaken, then,
when he called on God on every
page of the Confessions?

Well—one might say—if he was not
mistaken, then the Buddhist holyman, or some other, whose religion
expresses quite different notions,
surely was. But none of them was
making a mistake except where he
was putting forward a theory.

Even the idea of trying to explain
the practice—say the killing of the
priest-king—seems
to
me
wrongheaded. All that Frazer does
is to make this practice plausible to
people who think as he does. It is
very queer that all these practices
are finally presented, so to speak, as
stupid actions.
But it never does become plausible
that people do all this out of sheer
stupidity. (Wittgenstein, 1979, 1e)

The mistake actually lies with
those who suppose that the telling of the
myth is like putting forth an hypothesis,
or making a report. Looking at a myth in
this way—which is part of the broader
mistake of supposing that all language is
used simply to make propositions—leads
to a complete misunderstanding of the
myth. The meaning is thereby lost.
Wittgenstein goes on:
I think one reason why the attempt
to find an explanation is wrong is
that we have only to put together in
the right way what we know,
without adding anything, and the
satisfaction we are trying to get
from the explanation comes of
itself.

And here the explanation is not
what satisfied us anyway. When
Frazer begins by telling the story of
the King of the Wood at Nemi, he
does this in a tone which shows
that something strange and terrible
is happening here. And that is the
answer to the question, “why is this
happening?”: because it is terrible.
In other words, what strikes us in
6
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this course of events as terrible,
impressive, horrible, tragic, etc. (or,
in the case of a different story, as
glorious, sublime, beatific, etc.)—
anything
but
trivial
and
insignificant—that is what gave
birth to them.

Put that account of the King of the
Wood at Nemi together with the
phrase “the majesty of death”, and
you see they are one. The life of the
priest-king shows what is meant by
that phrase.
One would like to say [to Frazer]:
This is what took place here; laugh
if you can. (Wittgenstein, 1979, 2e,
3e)

The point is that mythology is
inextricably entwined with our conviction
that our experiences in and of the
universe are significant, meaningful and
transcendent. This is shown by the fact
that, as Wittgenstein says, “A whole
mythology is deposited in our language.”
(Wittgenstein, 1979, 10e)
Lewis gives examples, both older
and newer, of stories that are among the
“great myths”—Orpheus, Demeter and
Persephone, the Hesperides, Balder,
Ragnarok, and Ilmarinen’s forging of the
Sampo—or are mythical in character—
Stevenson’s Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde,
Wells’s The Door in the Wall, Kafka’s The
Castle, the castle of Gormenghast in
Mervyn Peake’s Titus Groan, and the Ents
and Lothlorien in The Lord of the Rings. I
think we could add to the list many of
Plato’s stories—for example, the tale of
Atlantis, the creation myth in Timeaus;
James Hilton’s Lost Horizon; nearly the
whole of Tolkien’s Silmarillion (think
especially of the Ainulindale, the making
of the Silmarils and Feanor’s great pride
and the oath of doom, the lay of Beren and
Luthien, the tragic tale of Turin Tarambar,
the calling of Tuor, the voyage of Earendil,
the rise and fall of Numenor); and, of
course, many elements in Lewis’s own

fiction: Till We Have Faces; the stories of
Ramandu, the Ruined City, the Wood
between the Worlds, and the dead world
of Charn from The Chronicles of Narnia;
the Caves of Perelandra, and the descent
of the gods in That Hideous Strength.
But what is the intrinsic value of
the mythical? In what does its value
consist, and how is it (or ought it to be)
manifest in our lives? What is the worth
of having and developing such a
sensibility? To answer this, I’d like to cite
a mythical element from the first book of
Lewis’s Space trilogy, Out of the Silent
Planet: Ransom’s realization that space is
full of life, filled with living creatures.
Lewis describes it in two places in the
novel, first during Ransom’s journey to
Malacandra:
But Ransom, as time wore on,
became aware of another and more
spiritual cause for his progressive
lightening and exultation of heart. A
nightmare, long engendered in the
mind by the mythology that follows
in the wake of science, was falling
off him. He had read of ‘Space’: at
the back of his thinking for years
had lurked the dismal fancy of the
black, cold vacuity, the utter
deadness, which was supposed to
separate the worlds. He had not
known how much it had affected
him till now—now that the very
name
‘Space’
seemed
a
blasphemous
libel
for
this
empyrean ocean of radiance in
which they swam. He could not call
it ‘dead’; he felt life pouring into
him from it every moment. How
indeed should it be otherwise, since
out of this ocean the worlds and all
life had come? He had thought it
barren: he saw now that it was the
womb of worlds, whose blazing and
innumerable offspring looked down
nightly even upon the earth with so
many eyes—and here with how
many more! No: space was the

7
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wrong name. Older thinkers had
been wiser when they named it
simply the heavens—the heavens
which declared the glory—” (Lewis,
1938, 34)

And then again upon his return to earth:
He could not feel that they were an
island of life journeying through an
abyss of death. He felt almost the
opposite—that life was waiting
outside the little iron egg-shell in
which they rode, ready at any
moment to break in, and that, if it
killed them, it would kill them by
excess of its vitality. And if he had
felt some such lift of the heart when
first he passed through the heaven
on their outward journey, he felt it
now tenfold, for now he was
convinced that the abyss was full of
life in the most literal sense, full of
living creatures. (Lewis, 1938, 145)

What does this story do to you?
What is its effect? If we could say that it
was “used” for anything or by anyone at
all, what would you say that use is?
Clearly it is not meant to inform, or to
persuade, or merely to entertain. Neither
is it some call to action nor a cry of
passion. It is not presented as an opinion
or a theory. But it does have the power to
humble us, to inspire awe, to shape our
attitude towards what transcends us, and
to cause our spirits to long for our
consummation in what is inexpressibly
greater than us. That is the meaning of the
myth. And it is a great good, a good in
itself—something we are meant for. This
is why, in the last chapter of Out of the
Silent Planet, Ransom writes to Lewis,
“[W]hat we need now is not so much a
body of belief as a body of people
familiarized with certain ideas. If we
could even effect in one percent of our
readers a change-over from the
conception of Space to the conception of
Heaven, we should have made a
beginning.” (Lewis, 1938, 152)

That is the power of the mythical,
even among—no, especially among—the
the most reasonable people. In this lies its
intrinsic value. And, in one sense, its
truth—for it evokes a right and deep
appreciation for what transcends us.
How much more powerful, then, if
we believe the myth to be also true in the
metaphysical sense—if it is our Credo?
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Through the Lens of The Four Loves:
The Idea of Love in Till We Have Faces
Paulette Sauders
Grace College

Till We Have Faces was published
in 1956, four years before the 1960
publication of The Four Loves. But this
novel contains many of the same ideas
about love and their perversions found in
The Four Loves. Clearly, several of the
characters in the novel personify the
various types of love and their
perversions presented in The Four Loves,
and Lewis must have had these
representations in mind when he finally
collected all his ideas about love together
in a systematic way in The Four Loves. An
examination of Till We Have Faces
through the lens of The Four Loves is a
way to better understand one of the
themes of the novel while giving us more
examples to help clarify Lewis’s concepts
in The Four Loves.
In the novel, Till We Have Faces,
published in 1956, C.S. Lewis presents the
story of three sisters—Redival, Orual, and
Psyche—princesses in the pre-Christian
kingdom of Glome. Chad Walsh feels that
the central theme in Till We Have Faces is
Queen Orual’s attempt “to make the gods
speak up and vindicate themselves”
(Literary Legacy 161). He also says that
the “central psychological theme” is “the
quest for self-knowledge” (163). Another
critic, Evan Gibson, says the theme is
Lewis’s attempt to show that “God is ever
seeking in all nations those who will turn
to Him” (222). While these themes are
definitely in the novel, I believe the
central theme has to do with love—
reactions to love, examples of love, and

perversions of love. While the emphasis
of the novel is on Orual because she tells
the story, much can be gleaned from
examining all of the main characters to
see how they reflect and personify The
Four Loves.
Redival, the second oldest
daughter of Trom, King of Glome, is
beautiful, but “sensuous, superficial,
hedonistic” (Van Der Weele 189). From
the time she was a young girl, she did not
want to be with her two sisters, but
constantly
looked
for
male
companionship. To her maids, all she
talked about was love and men. By her
teen years, she would sneak off with any
young man who came into the castle.
When her father finally caught her with
Tarin, a common soldier in the kingdom,
he had Tarin castrated and ordered her
sisters and tutor to watch her constantly
(Till We 25). Redival is an embodiment of
Venus or sex without love. Redival also
serves as an example of the person who
perverts Eros (romantic love) into a
religion of sorts. She worships “being in
love,” and attaining it becomes her allconsuming passion.
Because Redival is so full of lust
and selfishness and desire for pleasure,
she has no room in her life for affection
for her sisters or others around her in the
castle. There is also no room for the
gods—she does not rebel against them;
she just ignores them (Kilby, “Till We: An
Interpretation” 180). She does use
organized religion once when she
2
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jealously runs to the Priest of Ungit to tell
him that the people of Glome are
beginning to worship Psyche instead of
Ungit. She feigns an interest in seeing that
the gods continue to be worshipped, but it
is merely a façade to cover her jealousy of
Psyche.
However, later in the story, when
Orual meets Tarin, now a chief eunuch in
another kingdom, Orual and the reader
learn more about what caused Redival’s
“Venus” and perverted Eros. Tarin tells
Orual that Redival’s constant attempts to
get to know men reflected the fact that
she was lonely. Tarin says, “She was
lonely… Oh yes, yes, very lonely… She
used to say, ‘First of all Orual loved me
much; then the Fox came and he loved me
little, then the baby [Psyche] came and
she loved me not at all’” (255) So part of
Redival’s problem could be blamed on
Orual’s lack of response to her need for
love.
Lewis says in The Four Loves, “As
soon as we are fully conscious, we
discover loneliness. We need others
physically, emotionally, intellectually”
(10). Redival readily illustrates this Needlove.
When
Orual
leaves
her
companionship for the Fox, their new
tutor, Redival really feels left out since
she was “born without intellectual
capacities” (Gibson 240), and does not
participate in their mental pursuits. When
Psyche is born, Redival feels totally
robbed of Orual’s love. She expresses that
need for love in her teenage years by
attaching herself to every young man who
comes into the palace. Thus her Venus
develops from her unfulfilled Need-love.
Redival’s Need-love is finally
fulfilled when she is married and has
children. Now she has several people who
love her and need her. She dotes on them
(and they on her) and talks of nothing but
her children when Orual visits her in her
new home (238).
Orual, oldest daughter of King
Trom, is the most complex character in
the novel because the most is revealed

about her through her narration of the
story. She is so physically ugly that she
wears a veil over her face once she
becomes queen of Glome. The reader
cannot help but feel sympathy for Orual—
she is ugly, motherless, and mistreated by
her father (Hannay, “Orual” 5). But from
the time that her youngest sister Psyche is
born, Orual loses herself in her loving and
caring for Psyche. Orual gives the
impression that she really loves Psyche,
with Gift-love, when she says that Psyche
is “the beginning of all my joys” (Till We
20). She feels almost like a mother to
Psyche when her real mother dies in
childbirth. Orual loves Psyche so much
that she takes her away from the nurses
and domestics as soon as possible
(Howard 169). “I soon had the child out of
their hands,” she says—and into her own
(Till We 21).
Just before Psyche was born, King
Trom acquired a Greek slave, nicknamed
“the Fox,” to be a tutor for his children.
Once Psyche begins to grow up, she and
Orual and the Fox spend all of their time
together. (Redival will not join them.) All
of Orual’s memories of this time are
pleasant ones of idyllic, happy days spent
in learning Greek ideas and frolicking
together out-of-doors. Orual’s love for
Psyche grows and appears to be full of
Affection and even Gift-love.
However, when Psyche is chosen
by the priest to become the offering to the
gods so that the plague, famine, and
drought will disappear, the reader
becomes aware of a subtle change in the
relationship between Psyche and Orual.
When Orual goes to Psyche’s chamber to
try to comfort her the night she is to be
offered, Psyche does not express any fear
of death. Instead she speaks of her
sacrifice euphemistically (as the natives
of Glome did) as a marriage to the
goddess Ungit’s son, a god called the
Shadowbrute. Instead of comforting
Psyche, Orual says, “Oh cruel, cruel! Is it
nothing to you that you leave me here
alone? Psyche, did you ever love me at
3
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all?” (Till We 73). Orual even admits that
when Psyche speaks bravely of the
coming sacrifice on the Grey Mountain,
Orual feels, amid all of her love, a
bitterness, a grudging against whatever
gives Psyche courage and comfort (75).
When Orual sees that Psyche
loves the gods more than her and is
anxious to go to them, Orual responds, “I
only see that you never loved me. It may
well be you are going to the gods. You are
becoming cruel like them” (76), trying to
make Psyche feel guilty. In the scene in
the chamber, the reader gets the first
glimpse of Orual’s distorted Affection for
Psyche—a selfish Need-love.
After the offering, sure that
Psyche is dead, Orual proposes to the Fox
and later to Bardia, the chief of the palace
soldiers, that she should go to the Grey
Mountain and give whatever is left of
Psyche’s body a decent burial. All agree
that this would be a good way for Orual to
show her love for Psyche in the last way
she can. She seems to be demonstrating
Gift-love at this point in the novel.
However, when Orual discovers
Psyche still alive, healthy, and very happy
in the lush green valley on Grey Mountain,
her love seems to change shape again. As
Psyche tells Orual about her glorious life
there with the god in his palace—the
wonderful feasts and the invisible maids
who wait upon her—Orual cannot see the
palace upon whose porch Psyche says
they are sitting and this disbelieves
everything she says. Psyche will not go
back to Glome with Orual; “How can I go
back?” Psyche says. “This is my home. I
am a wife” (125). Orual’s response is first,
to herself, “the Gods… they had stolen
her” (120-21), and then aloud to Psyche,
“Is it nothing to you at all that you are
leaving me… turning your back on all our
love?” (Till We 125). Orual’s love for
Psyche
becomes
jealousy
and
possessiveness at this point—instead of
happiness for Psyche’s new happiness.

From this scene up to the very last
scene in the novel, Orual demonstrates an
enveloping, selfish love for Psyche. But
Orual herself views it only as Gift-love.
Her motives toward Psyche seem good on
the surface (Van Der Weele 189). She
vows that no Shadowbrute or wild
mountain man is going to destroy Psyche,
her beloved sister; she wants to save her
from any harm. When Orual stabs herself
and threatens to kill herself to make
Psyche light a lamp in order to see her
husband (who comes only after dark), she
uses the words and gestures of love and
says that she is trying to save Psyche
(Howard 184). But Psyche sees through
her kind of love and replies:
“You are indeed teaching me about
kinds of love I did not know. It is
like looking into a deep pit. I am not
sure whether I like your kind better
than hatred. Oh, Orual—to take my
love for you, because you know it
goes down to my very roots and
cannot be diminished by any other
newer love, and then to make of it a
tool, a weapon, a thing of policy and
mastery, an instrument of torture—
I begin to think I never knew you.”
(Till We 165)

The Fox had seen through Orual’s plan
too, and told her before she left on her
mission, “There’s one part love in your
heart, and five parts anger, and seven
parts pride” (148).
On this theme, in The Four Loves,
Lewis writes:
“Every human love, at its height,
has a tendency to claim for itself a
divine authority. Its voice tends to
sound as if it were the will of God
himself. It tells us not to count the
cost, it demands of us a total
commitment, it attempts to
override all other claims and
insinuates that any action which is
sincerely done ‘for love’s sake,’ is
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thereby
lawful
meritorious.” (18)

and

even

Orual turns her human love
(Friendship and Affection) for Psyche into
this kind of authoritarian demand. This
possessive love is an example of
presumption (Starr 14), of perverted
Affection, and perverted Need-love. That
Mrs. Fidget, the woman used in The Four
Loves as an example of perverted
Affection because she “loved for her
family” and would not loosen control over
them, Orual “needs to be needed” and will
not let Psyche away from her protection
(Kilby, The Christian World 58). In a letter
to Clyde Kilby, C.S. Lewis writes that
Orual is (not a symbol) but an
instance, a “case” of human
affection in its natural condition,
true, tender, suffering, but in the
long run tyrannically possessive
and ready to turn to hatred when
the beloved ceases to be its
possession. What such love
particularly cannot stand is to see
the beloved passing into a sphere
where it cannot follow. (W.H. Lewis,
Letters 42)

That night, at the moment when
Psyche lights the lamp to see her
husband, from across the river Orual sees
the god’s palace, “witnesses it sudden
destruction, sees the god himself,” and
hears him talk to her (Urang 43). So she
does have direct exposure to the gods and
knows they exist. But her will is set
against believing in the gods, for if she
believes, it would be acknowledging her
loss of Psyche to a god as a good thing.
Since her love for Psyche is a “devouring
passion,” she cannot bear to think of
giving her up, even to a god (Urang 44).
In the vision at the end of the
novel, Orual is asked to read her
“complaint against the gods” aloud. In it,
she accuses the gods of stealing Psyche’s
love from her. As the gods allow her
speak only the truth, she says,

We’d rather you drank their blood
than stole their hearts. We’d rather
they were ours and dead than yours
and made immortal… The girl was
mine… I was my own and Psyche
was mine and no one else had any
right to her… What should I care for
some horrible, new happiness
which I hadn’t given her and which
separated her from me? … She was
mine. Mine! (Till We 290-92)

Orual
clearly
personifies
perverted
Affection,
enveloping,
possessive Need-love. This identification
is most easily seen in her relationship
with Psyche, but it can also be seen in her
relationship with the Fox.
As with Psyche, Orual spent much
time with the Fox and often called him
“Grandfather” in her affection for him (17,
23). She loved him and tried to protect
him from the harshness of her father, the
king (17). Throughout most of the novel,
there is a camaraderie, an openness, a
sharing of thoughts between them that is
a model of perfect Friendship (philia) and
Affection (storge) according to Lewis’s
descriptions in The Four Loves. However,
at one point, Orual’s possessiveness
toward him takes over and demonstrates
itself clearly.
When Orual becomes queen of
Glome, one of her first acts is to free the
Fox from slavery, never thinking that he
might want to leave her and return to
Greece. When she discovers his desire,
she thinks, “It embittered me that the Fox
should ever desire to leave me… How
could he leave us, after so much love?”
(209). She makes him feel guilty for even
thinking of leaving. In The Four Loves, in
discussing the kind of pity Orual evoked
from the Fox, Lewis mentions those
people whose
Continual demand on their part (as
of right) to be loved—their
manifest sense of injury, their
reproaches, whether loud and
clamorous or merely implicit in
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every look and gesture of resentful
self-pity—produce in us a sense of
guilt (they are intended to do so)…
(65)

Consequently, the Fox stays in
Glome out of love for Orual and out of a
concern for her in her new duties as
queen. Thus, in this instance, Orual
demonstrates her possessive Need-love
again, but the Fox demonstrates true Giftlove, an unselfish concern for those he
loves.
Orual even shows a perverted,
possessive love in her relationship with
Bardia. He had taught her how to use a
sword and how to ride a horse, and had
become her friend when the king was still
alive. After King Trom’s death, Bardia also
becomes her trusted counselor, alongside
the Fox. Through all of this, Orual comes
to feel Eros (romantic love) for Bardia,
though she never tells him so—he is
already married. But she dreams of him
as her husband and loves to talk with him
long hours at a time (224).
It is not until Bardia dies and
Orual visits his wife Ansit that she
discovers the true nature of her feelings
for him. Ansit blames Orual for Bardia’s
death, saying she “drank up his blood year
by year and ate out his life” by keeping
him at the palace and by her side in
battles many more hours and days than
should have been necessary. She adds,
“Oh, Queen Orual, I begin to think you
know nothing of love… Yours is Queen’s
love, not commoners’. Perhaps you who
spring from the gods love like the gods.
Like the Shadowbrute. They say the
loving and the devouring are all one, don’t
they?”
(Till We 264-65).

After Ansit speaks, Orual reflects
on the truth of her words. She had indeed
“heaped up needless work to keep him
[Bardia] late at the palace, plied him with
questions for the mere pleasure of
hearing his voice.” She had even wished
Ansit dead. She finally admits to herself,

“A love like that can grow to be ninetenths hatred and still call itself love”
(266). Orual had perverted Eros into
possessiveness and selfishness.
Clyde Kilby believes that Orual’s
ambivalent, possessive love for Psyche,
the Fox, and Bardia were part of her
lifetime of antagonism against the gods
(The Christian World 52). Chad Walsh
agrees and writes, “…as Psyche slips away
from her control, she rages against the
gods, from whom she might have learned
wisdom and true love if she had listened
to them (163). “Not until she gets squared
away with them [the gods] does she
divest herself of her wish to control and
possess; … not until she encounters the
gods honestly does she achieve her own
maturity” (Van Der Weele 191). Lewis
believes that “love of the gods [leads] to
love of fellow human beings” (Van Der
Weele 191), and so in the last scene of the
novel, when the gods force Orual to see
the truth about her life and relationships,
she finally truly loves Psyche, the Fox, and
even the gods, with a non-possessive
attitude.
Though he says he does not
believe in the gods, the Fox is a good
model of Affection (storge), Friendship,
(philia), and Gift-love (agape). The Fox
truly enjoys his tutoring experiences with
Psyche and Orual because he cares for
both of them. Affection develops among
them through their long hours of being
together and learning together. Especially
since the sisters’ real father, King Trom, is
distant and cruel, the Fox becomes a
father to them and they call him
“Grandfather” (Till We 17, 23).
While the Fox is supposed to be a
tutor to Redival as well, and he does show
Affection for her, it does not develop into
Friendship (philia) as it did with Orual
and Psyche. In The Four Loves, Lewis
points out that Friendship develops out of
companionship when two or three
“discover that they have in common some
insight or even taste which the others do
not share…” (96). In this case, Orual and
6
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Psyche and the Fox seem to share a love
of learning and a love for poetry that
Redival does not share. She cannot
understand why they enjoy sitting on the
lawn every day merely talking. She never
feels a part of their camaraderie, and the
Fox’s true friendship never includes her
as it does the other two sisters.
In addition to Affection and
Friendship, the Fox also exhibits Gift-love
(agape) several times throughout the
narrative. When he recognizes that Orual
will probably never marry or receive
romantic love, he tenderly sings to her a
song of consolation. Orual recalls that he
sang that song “very tenderly and as if he
pities me…” (9). And when Orual is
desperately ill, he maintains a “long vigil
by her bedside” (Gibson 223). Orual
constantly tries to save the Fox from King
Trom’s furies, but at one point, the Fox
says to Orual that he is ready “to risk the
flogging and impaling—for your love and
hers [Psyche’s]” (149).
While Orual had used Psyche’s
love for her to her own advantage
(fearing she would lose Psyche to the
gods) and forced Psyche to light the lamp
to see her husband, the Fox likewise cries
and begs Orual not to fight Prince Argan
of Phars, out of love for her and his fear of
losing her. But the Fox at least recognizes
what he has done and soon after says to
Orual, “But I was wrong to weep and beg
and try to force you by your love. Love is
not a thing to be used” (204). With that
statement, the Fox demonstrates his true
Gift-love.
The Fox’s greatest demonstration
of his love for Orual is his decision to stay
with her even after she has freed him. He
truly wants to go back to Greece, but he
remains with Orual out of concern and
love for her (210).
The Fox’s Gift-love toward Psyche
is evident as well. He is like a true father
to her and loves her deeply when she is
growing up. How much he loves her
becomes clear after Psyche has been
sacrificed to the gods, for “he tries to

speak to Orual of Psyche’s death and then
breaks down and leaves weeping”
(Gibson 233).
Although Orual feels Affection for
the Fox and romantic (albeit possessive)
love for Bardia, Bardia feels only
Friendship and loyalty for Orual.
Friendship, in The Four Loves, is built
upon common interests. Orual’s natural
ability with a sword as Bardia’s student is
the beginning of their common interest.
When she takes over her government and
“concerns
herself
with
military,
diplomatic, and domestic affairs of state,
the base of their friendship broadens
considerably” (Gibson 238). They spend
much time together as Orual keeps him
with her, plying him with questions; so
their Friendship grows.
As Lewis points out in The Four
Loves, when friendship exists between
man and woman, it sometimes changes
into romantic love. For Orual, it very
shortly does. “But on Bardia’s side there is
the barrier of his love for his wife, as well
as the ugliness of the Queen” (Gibson
238). No hint is given in Till We Have
Faces that Bardia feels a romantic interest
in Orual. When the two of them first find
Psyche on the mountain, and they are
forced to remain there overnight, Bardia
suggests that, since it is cold, they sleep
“back to back, the way men do in the
wars” (Till We 131). Bardia and Orual
practice together with their swords, ride
together, and even fight battles together.
It is evident that Bardia thinks of her as a
true friend as he would a fellow soldier,
though he is also “unfailingly courteous”
and obedient to Orual as his sovereign
(Howard, The Achievement 178-79).
When Bardia is ill and close to death, the
priest Arnom tells Orual that Bardia is
“your loyalest and most loving subject”
(Till We 258). While Bardia loves the
Queen in true Friendship, he also loves
his wife Ansit with true Eros. Bardia and
his wife are not pictured together very
often in the novel, but evidence of
Bardia’s love and faithfulness are present.
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At one point, when Queen Orual wants
Bardia to stay longer at the palace, Bardia
begs to leave so that he can be with his
wife when their child is born (222). He
mentions
Ansit
frequently
in
conversation, and others in the palace
speak to Orual of Bardia and Ansit’s good
marriage. Even the Fox says to Orual
about Bardia and his wife, “He’s as
amorous as Alcibiades. Why, the fellow
married her undowered…” (Till We 146),
an unheard-of thing in Glome. Bardia is an
example of “Utter selflessness” and “love
and faithfulness to his wife…” (Howard,
The Achievement 179). Bardia is a true
personification of Eros in its best form
and of Friendship in its best form.
Ansit herself personifies Gift-love
since she never chides Bardia for being
away from her so much. When Orual goes
to speak with Ansit after Bardia’s death,
Ansit tells her that she, the Queen, caused
his early death by overworking him.
When Orual tells Ansit she should have
said so earlier so that Orual could have
retired him early with great honors, Ansit
replies, “Tell you? And so take away from
him his work which was his life? … Keep
him to myself at that cost? Make him mine
so that he was no longer his?” (Till We
264). In the same manner, Ansit also
speaks to Orual of her son Ilerdia who is
growing up and is expressing his
independence from his mother more and
more. Ansit says of his growing
independence, “Do you think I’d lift up my
little finger if lifting it would stop it?”
(264). She exemplifies “a love which does
not cling to its object, but rejoices in the
joys of the other even though it means a
separation” (Gibson 247); this is
something that Orual could never do.
In contrast to Orual is Psyche.
Everyone around her comments on how
beautiful Psyche is. From her childhood
on, the people of Glome almost worship
her for her beauty and kind spirit. Her
love for Orual, for the Fox, and even for
Redival and the people of Glome does not

change throughout the novel—it is always
an example of true Charity or Gift-love.
When Psyche was a child, she was
loving and obedient to everyone in the
castle. She especially loved to spend time
with the Fox and Orual.
Later, when the Fox falls sick with
the plague that is spreading through
Glome, Psyche is the one who unselfishly
nurses him back to health. The story of
his recovery spreads throughout the
kingdom, and everyone tells the “story of
how the beautiful princess could cure the
fever by her touch” (Till We 30). Soon half
the city is gathered at the gate of the
castle calling for Psyche to come out and
heal them. Though others urge her not to
go out to the sick rabble, Psyche says, “Let
me go out…They are our people” (31).
Thinking she might really be able to help,
she walks around touching those in the
crowds for hours, never complaining—
even when she, too, comes down with the
fever. She demonstrates true love (Giftlove) toward the people of Glome
throughout the time of the plague.
At first, the number of people with
the plague grows smaller. But when more
and more people become ill, their
worship of Psyche stops, and they begin
to say that her “touchings didn’t heal the
fever but gave it” (37). Even then, Psyche
tries to help the people, but when she
walks into town they call her “the
Accursed” (Till We 39).
After Psyche has been chosen to
be the offering to the Shadowbrute, and
Orual sneaks into the chamber where the
soldiers were holding her, Psyche is more
concerned with Orual and the beating
their father has just given her than with
herself. She unselfishly weeps for love
and pity of Orual, but sheds no tears for
herself and her fate (Till We 68).
Psyche tells Orual not to hate
Redival for spitefully telling the priest of
Ungit that Psyche was usurping the
worship intended for Ungit. Orual hates
Redival for that, but Psyche says to
forgive her and pity her for “she also does
8
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what she doesn’t know” (69)—truly a
demonstration of forgiveness and Giftlove as Lewis describes it in The Four
Loves. Psyche also speaks of dying
willingly for the people of Glome.
Psyche’s love for Orual may be
seen again when Orual finds her in the
green valley on the Grey Mountain. She
confesses that she has been perfectly
happy with her new husband and home,
except for her longing to see Orual again
(102). She tells Orual, “I’ll not rest till
you’re as happy as I” (105). When Orual
cannot see Psyche’s new palace, she
promises to implore the god to allow
Orual and to see and enjoy everything she
is enjoying. But Orual rejects everything
Psyche says, for she does not believe in
the gods as Psyche does.
Everything about Psyche shows
her unselfish love for Orual, for the Fox,
for the people of her kingdom, and for the
gods, whom she has loved and sought
since childhood. Lewis purposefully gives
the reader a picture of agape love, Giftlove, in a mere mortal, Psyche, in order to
set forth an example of an attainable kind
of love for which all humans should
strive. That perfect Gift-love that he
describes so well in The Four Loves, he
personifies in Psyche and he contrasts in
Orual, hoping that the reader will want to
practice Psyche’s kind of love and to avoid
Orual’s kind of love. Love is the theme of
the novel.
“To awaken a desire for love and
goodness—this was Lewis’ purpose in
almost everything he wrote…” (Carnell,
Bright Shadow, 161).

A Description
of C.S. Lewis’s Four Loves
Four main kinds of love –
I. AFFECTION (Storge)
Usually between relatives
Perversions:
- controlling affection
- craving for affection,
- making others feel guilty for not
showing affection

II. FRIENDSHIP (Philia)
Unites those with common
interests in small groups of 2s or 3s
or more
Perversions
– pride, exclusiveness, cliques

III. ROMANTIC LOVE (Eros)
Purely romantic love
Gives to the loved one unselfishly
Committed to the loved one
Perversions
– worshipping of pursuing ‘being in
love’ rather than loving a person
- Venus – sexual attraction without
real love, pleasure for its own sake

IV. CHARITY (agape)
Gift-love – doing what’s truly best
for others
Giving of oneself without thought of
getting anything in return
Need-love – everyone needs others
& God
Perversions
– selfishness, possessiveness,
controlling others.
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A Prisoner’s Duty:
The Sacred Role of Reading in the Christian Life
John Stanifer
Indiana University Kokomo

Of all the tragedies that may befall
us as believers, one of the most serious is
the loss of the art of reading. This loss
can take many forms. The most obvious
form is a lack of interest in reading as a
whole; the type of person who suffers
under this malady may read very little or
not at all. Another form, less obvious
perhaps, is visible in the well-intentioned
reader who is stifled by the notion that
there are certain types of books they
should read and certain types of books
they shouldn’t. As we will see, this loss in
all its forms and permutations is
destructive to a believer’s spiritual and
moral growth and may render them
incapable of playing the part God meant
them to play in the world around them.
The object of the present
discussion will be twofold. First, we will
examine the loss of the art of reading in
more detail and its consequences for us as
believers specifically. Secondly, once we
understand the problem, we will be able
to explore its solution in the development
of a sacred art of reading.
Our
companions in this fellowship will include
writers as various as J.R.R. Tolkien, C.S.
Lewis, Alan Jacobs, James Stuart Bell, Rick
Nañez, Paul the Apostle, and Daniel of
Biblical fame.
Rick Nañez, in his book Full
Gospel, Fractured Minds? tells a personal
story that aptly illustrates the problem at
hand. In 1996, at a library sale, Nañez
purchased a book he describes as being
“in mint condition—no dog-eared pages,

no underlining or scribbling, not even a
pocket wherein a checkout card was to be
lodged” (206). The book had only two
marks, one indicating how long the
library had owned the book and the other
a single word in “bold red letters” (206).
The word was “discard,” and the work in
question was The Discarded Image by C.S.
Lewis, an ironic twist of fate if ever there
was one. The book “was never checked
out in thirty-two years” (206).
Lewis would not have been
surprised by this. As James Stuart Bell
reminds us in his introduction to From the
Library of C.S. Lewis, “Lewis called himself
a ‘dinosaur’ who was a repository of the
old Western values, one who upheld the
legacy of classic Western civilization. In
today’s postmodern environment this
vanishing world is dismissed or vilified”
(2).
It would hardly be fair to expect
the sales and borrowings of books like
The Discarded Image to rival those of
more accessible modern classics such as
Captain Underpants or He’s Just Not That
Into You, but the absolute neglect of this
lesser-known Lewis work by the patrons
of Nañez’s local library is a symptom of a
much larger problem.
According to
the National
Assessment of Adult Literacy, an oft-cited
2003 survey conducted by the National
Center for Education Statistics, just
thirteen percent of American adults can
be described as “proficient” in their
ability to perform “complex and
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challenging” literary activities.
By
contrast, forty-three percent of adults are
reading prose at a level that is considered
“basic” or “below basic.”
Such broad statistics are sobering
in themselves, but what of Bible reading
specifically? After examining the results
of a series of studies conducted by his
research firm, George Barna concluded in
2009, “There is shockingly little growth
evident in people’s understanding of the
fundamental themes of the scriptures and
amazingly little interest in deepening
their knowledge and application of
biblical principles.”
A different survey commissioned
by the Catholic Biblical Federation and
reported by Catholic News Service in
2008 found that even among those who
reported having read a Bible passage in
the last year, the majority of
respondents—as high as seventy percent,
depending on the country—found the
Bible difficult to understand.
It is
tempting, in light of these reports, to
allude to Chesterton’s famous maxim:
“The Christian ideal has not been tried
and found wanting. It has been found
difficult; and left untried” (29).
Whatever the reasons for these
disturbing trends in the state of public
literacy in general and Biblical literacy in
particular, it is necessary to ask ourselves
at this point why any of it should matter.
As believers, we may understand the
value of reading the Scriptures, but in the
end, does it matter that most of the
American public will never read a book
like The Discarded Image? More precisely,
is a Christian who reads prolifically better
prepared to shine their light before men
than one who reads little outside of the
Bible?
The answer depends in part on
understanding the gravity of our
circumstances. C.S. Lewis, in a famous
passage from Mere Christianity, says we
are living in “enemy-occupied territory,”
whether we realize it or not. “Christianity
is the story of how the rightful king has

landed, you might say landed in disguise,
and is calling us to take part in a great
campaign of sabotage” (46).
What is this “great campaign of
sabotage” Lewis is referring to?
Obviously, the phrase could have several
meanings, but clearly Lewis saw our
situation as one in which we are living in
the midst of hostile forces and are being
asked to act against those forces in some
way.
The Biblical prophet Daniel knew
something about living in enemyoccupied territory. Taken from his home
at a young age by the Babylonians, he was
chosen, along with three other young
Judean men, to be trained at
Nebuchadnezzar’s court. Their job was to
learn the language and literature of the
Chaldeans (Dan 1:3-5, NRSV).
The
Biblical text is sparse when it comes to
details about this learning, but other
sources are helpful in determining just
what sort of language and literature the
youths may have been exposed to.
For one, The Pulpit Commentary
suggests that Daniel and his friends
would have been expected to learn the
three primary tongues spoken in Babylon.
These included Aramaic, the language “of
ordinary business and diplomacy”
(Spence and Exell, 13), Assyrian, “the
language of historical and legal
documents” (14), and thirdly Accadian, in
which “the bulk of the magical formulae
and ritual directions of Babylon and
Nineveh were written” (14).
Daniel 1:17 indicates that, “To
these four young men God gave
knowledge and skill in every aspect of
literature and wisdom” (NRSV). Based on
the language used in this verse, The Pulpit
Commentary also states it is likely the four
“would [have been] associated in their
studies from the first,” (24). They were
“certainly…educated so as to become
members of this sacred college of augurs
and astrologers.” A modern reader might
be tempted to see in all this a sort of
Babylonian equivalent of Hogwarts.
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We know from the Biblical record
that Daniel and all three of his friends
obtained high positions of authority in the
Babylonian kingdom.
Daniel himself
eventually became the third highest
person in the land (Dan 5:29), and his
friends were named as provincial
administrators before being promoted to
some higher position following the
episode of the fiery furnace (Dan 2:49,
3:30).
How does any of this relate to the
theme of our discussion, that of the sacred
role of reading in the Christian life? The
answer is hidden in the unspoken facts of
Daniel’s story. If Daniel and his three
friends had failed to apply themselves to
their studies, it is fair to say they would
never have attained the high positions
they reached in the Babylonian
government. One of the key components
of their education was their study of the
language and literature of their captors.
Nebuchadnezzar’s guidelines for the type
of young men he was looking for included
a marked aptitude for all kinds of
learning, which obviously included book
learning. That he was looking for young
men who already demonstrated an
interest in book knowledge implies that
the four young men he ended up with
must have been bookworms long before
they were taken in the siege of Judah.
The application for us is this.
Their longtime interest in books and the
knowledge that comes from books put
Daniel and his three friends in a position
to wield great influence. Even in the
midst of enemy-occupied territory, they
thrived, based on God’s blessing, yes, but
also
on
the
willingness
they
demonstrated to drink deeply of
literature, some of which was probably
more of a strain on the brain than The
Discarded Image would be for us.
So what these young men may
have thought of merely as a vocation—
perhaps even a hobby—during their time
in Judah took on a far deeper significance
when they were taken into captivity. The

danger of living in enemy-occupied
territory was that they might have
succumbed to their captors’ worldview.
Instead, they refused to back down from
their own beliefs, as we see early on in
their determination to avoid the king’s
unclean food (Dan 1), in Daniel’s courage
to pray to God against the king’s orders
(Dan 6), and in his friends’ stand at the
fiery furnace after they had been
commanded to bow to Nebuchadnezzar’s
statue (Dan 3), to name but a handful of
examples.
Perhaps this gives us some idea of
what C.S. Lewis was talking about when
he said we were being asked to take part
in a great campaign of sabotage. Though
we are living in enemy-occupied territory,
God expects us to hold fast to our beliefs,
to absorb all the knowledge of the world
without allowing it to drag us into sin, and
to use that knowledge to fight for the
good of His kingdom, just as Daniel and
his three friends did.
Of course, in light of the present
discussion, there is another question that
rises from a close examination of what
Lewis is saying. How can one sabotage
what one does not understand in the first
place? The act of sabotage is far more
efficient when the saboteur has an
understanding of the object he or she is
attempting to sabotage.
Like Daniel, the Apostle Paul
understood the role that study and book
learning can play in making an impact on
the world we live in. In Acts 17, we read
about Paul’s intellectual battle with the
Thessalonians, in which he spent several
weeks attempting to persuade them to
the faith through his knowledge of the
Scriptures. By the end of the chapter, we
see him doing something very similar
with a roomful of Greeks and assorted
foreigners in Athens, only this time he
quotes the Cretan poet Epimenides
instead of the Scriptures he used with his
Jewish audience. In other words, because
he took time to study both the Scriptures
and the literature of the pagans he lived
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among, he was prepared for almost any
opportunity to share his faith, no matter
the audience.
In a Scripture often quoted by
Christian apologists, Peter exhorted his
audience: “Always be ready to make your
defense to anyone who demands from
you an accounting for the hope that is in
you” (1 Pet 3:15, NRSV). This verse does
not explicitly refer to reading, but it is
clear from the illustrations already given
that a little book learning goes a long way
towards helping us carry out our sacred
campaign of sabotage on the enemy’s
spiritual and intellectual fortresses.
Certainly, Lewis himself was no
slouch when it came to arming his mind
for battle, even before his final conversion
to Christianity. Douglas Gresham writes
of Lewis’ youth, “Literature saved him
from becoming a complete waster. His
taste in literature at this time was
widespread, and like a starving man
reaches for food, he would read almost
anything put before him” (19). Clyde
Kilby writes that “before [Lewis] was ten
his mother had started him in French,
Latin, and the reading of fiction” (7).
Before we turn to discussing what
types of books should be part of our diet,
it may be well to take another look at the
consequences of ignoring the crucial role
that literature plays in our lives.
Lewis shows us a grim illustration
of a culture divorced from its own
historical and literary roots in Prince
Caspian. Miraz, the wicked ruler of
Narnia, has banished any and all stories
about the Old Narnia—that is, the Narnia
that existed before Miraz’s ancestors
came to power. When Caspian reveals
that his nurse has been telling him stories
of Old Narnia in secret, Miraz’s response
is: “You’re getting too old for that sort of
stuff. At your age you ought to be
thinking of battles and adventures, not
fairy tales” (42).
Of course, the truth is that it is
Miraz and his predecessors who are
responsible for the widespread ignorance

of the old stories. If Caspian is any
example, the rest of the people would be
perfectly willing to soak up their
country’s history and literature if it
wasn’t for the threat of punishment from
their king. Either way, the consequences
are the same, whether the people of
Narnia have given up their stories under
an external influence or through their
own general lack of interest. Miraz, like
any good dictator, knows that people tend
to be easier to rule when they are
ignorant.
One further example from Old
Testament history should cement our
understanding of what happens when we
ignore our culture’s literary treasures. In
the time of King Josiah of Judah, the priest
Hilkiah was gathering the money that had
been deposited at the temple of God when
he discovered a book that had apparently
lain untouched for some years. This book
was nothing less than the “book of the
law,”
which
contained
the
commandments of God Himself that had
been handed down through Moses.
Hilkiah, realizing the significance of this
discovery, brought the book to King
Josiah and read it in his presence. Josiah’s
reaction was one of grief at his own
ignorance. He immediately commanded
that the book be read in the presence of
all the people, and he promptly instituted
a series of political and spiritual reforms
based on the book’s contents (2 Chron
34:14-33).
It is difficult to deny from all this
that reading has serious consequences
and that when we leave books and their
contents out of our lives altogether, we
may be courting grave danger. But is
every book potentially as important as
the book of the law? If we take the time
to comb the bestseller lists and the syllabi
of our universities, it is clear there are
more “must-read” books out there than
we will ever have time to read in one
lifetime, and that’s even without turning
to lesser-known works and authors. It is
as if we readers are in the shoes of Belle
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from Disney’s Beauty and the Beast when
the Beast shows her the castle library,
with its shelves that seem to stretch for
miles in every direction.
So the next question we must ask
ourselves is just this: “What do we read?”
Should we stick to the acknowledged
classics? If we permit ourselves to read
popular literature, how much is too
much? We have a food pyramid, so why
not a literary pyramid? Unfortunately, it
is even more difficult to agree on the
recommended servings of literature than
it is to agree on how many servings of
fruits and vegetables we ought to be
taking in a day.
Perhaps the simplest answer is
the one offered by C.S. Lewis scholar Alan
Jacobs in a slim-but-useful volume titled
The Pleasures of Reading in an Age of
Distraction: “Read what gives you
delight—at least most of the time—and
do so without shame. And even if you are
that rare sort of person who is delighted
chiefly by what some people call Great
Books, don’t make them your steady
intellectual diet, any more than you would
eat at the most elegant of restaurants
every day. It would be too much” (23).
While Nañez clearly wants us to
be disturbed on some level by his
anecdote about the neglect of The
Discarded Image, Jacobs may seem at first
glance to be contradicting this tone of
lament by suggesting that everyone
should read mainly what gives them
delight. It may very well be that the
patrons of Nañez’s local library were
doing just that: reading what gave them
delight. Discarding The Discarded Image
does not automatically imply that they
were avoiding reading altogether, as the
truth may simply be that they were
avoiding a book that held little of value
for them personally.
That being said, what Jacobs
appears to be calling for is a more
balanced approach to reading that allows
the reader room to read what they like
without worrying about the literary

snobbery of certain academics who think
that books like Harry Potter, The Lord of
the Rings, and Twilight are for morons. At
the same time, Jacobs, who is himself a
professor of English at Wheaton College,
does not cast off the reading of the
classics. He is just less concerned about
people reading the “right” books than he
is about seeing them read what they enjoy
and enjoy what they read.
Tolkien, likewise, had little
sympathy with those who called his work
mere escapism. Far from considering this
an insult and attempting to shy away
from the label, Tolkien faced it head-on:
Fantasy is escapist, and that is its
glory. If a soldier is imprisoned by the
enemy, don’t we consider it his duty to
escape? The moneylenders, the knownothings, the authoritarians have us all
in prison; if we value the freedom of the
mind and soul, if we’re partisans of
liberty, then it’s our plain duty to escape,
and to take as many people with us
as we can. (qtd. in Lawhead, 167)
In Tolkien’s words, there is an
obvious echo of Lewis in Mere
Christianity. Both men saw that we are
prisoners living in enemy-occupied
territory. Both believed we have a duty to
work against the system that captivates
us. Lewis envisioned this duty as a great
campaign of sabotage, and Tolkien
asserted that reading imaginative
literature and sharing it with others was
one of the ways in which we might fulfill
that duty.
As Christians living on this “silent
planet” under constant attack from Uncle
Screwtape and other servants of the
enemy, it is our duty to follow the
example of some of the great Sons of
Adam and Daughters of Eve who came
before us, men like C.S. Lewis, Tolkien,
and Daniel who read widely and
frequently and used the knowledge they
soaked up from books to work towards a
better Middle-earth in the name of the
Emperor Beyond the Sea. The image of
6
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reality that we gain by way of a life spent
in books is one that we dare not discard.
Whether we read a book a week
or, like the protagonist of MacDonald’s
novel Thomas Wingfold, “read very slowly
and pick up all the crumbs” (488), we
must read. Failing to do so will hardly
send us to the devil, but it may consign us
to mediocrity. If we truly want to “shine
like stars in the world” (Phil 2:15, NRSV),
if we wish to be all that we can be in
Christ, we will seek to know the world
around us through books—and not just
the Scriptures, as critical as they are. A
glimpse of truth is a glimpse of truth,
whether we find that glimpse in John’s
Gospel or John Grisham, in Noah or in
Nora Roberts.
The library is open. The shelves
are packed with treasures waiting to be
discovered. Pick one and dig in.

Works Cited
Barna Group. “Barna Studies the Research,
Offers a Year-in-Review Perspective.”
Barna Group. Issachar Companies,
Inc., 2009. Web. 28 Jan. 2012.
<http://www.barna.org/barnaupdate/article/12-faithspirituality/
325-barna-studies-the-researchoffers-a-year-in-review-perspective>.
Bell, James Stuart, and Anthony Palmer
Dawson, comps. From the Library of
C.S. Lewis. Colorado Springs, CO: Shaw
Books-WaterBrook Press, 2004. Print.
Chesterton, G.K. What’s Wrong with the World.
1910. Mineola, NY: Dover
Publications, Inc., 2007. Print.
The C.S. Lewis Bible. Ed. Marlene Baer Hekkert,
et al. New York: HarperOneHarperCollins Publishers, 2010. Print.
New Revised Standard Vers.

Gresham, Douglas. Jack’s Life. Nashville, TN:
Broadman & Holman Publishers,
2005. Print.
Jacobs, Alan. The Pleasures of Reading in an
Age of Distraction. New York: Oxford
University Press, Inc., 2011. Print.
Kilby, Clyde, ed. A Mind Awake: An Anthology
of C.S. Lewis. Harvest/HBJ ed. New
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
1980. Print.
Lawhead, Stephen. “J.R.R. Tolkien: Master of
Middle-earth.” Tolkien: A Celebration.
Ed. Joseph Pearce. 1999. San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2001. 156171. Print.
Lewis, C.S. “Mere Christianity.” 2002. The
Complete C.S. Lewis Signature Classics.
Paperback ed. San Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco-HarperCollins
Publishers, 2007. 1-177. Print.
- - -. Prince Caspian. Leather Bound ed. 1951.
Norwalk, CT: The Easton Press, 1978.
Print. The Chronicles of Narnia 4.
MacDonald, George. Thomas Wingfold, Curate.
1876. Whitethorn, CA: Johannesen
Printing & Publishing, 2002. Print.
Nañez, Rick. Full Gospel, Fractured Minds?
Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2005.
Print.
O’Hara, Paige, and Robby Benson, perf. Beauty
and the Beast. Gary Trousdale. 1991.
Walt Disney Video, 2010. Blu-ray.
Spence, H.D.M., and Joseph Exell, eds. Daniel,
Hosea & Joel. Vol. 13. Grand Rapids,
MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 1983. Print. The Pulpit
Commentary.
United States. National Center for Education
Statistics. “Key Findings:
Demographics.” National Assessment
of Adult Literacy. Institute of
Education Sciences, 2003. Web. 28
Jan. 2012. <http://nces.ed.gov/naal/
index.asp>.
Wooden, Cindy. “Not an Easy Read: Survey
Indicates Bible Hard to Understand.”
Catholic News Service. N.p., 2 May
2008. Web. 28 Jan. 2012.
<http://www.catholicnews.com/
data/stories/cns/0802435.htm>.

7

Chaplain Stella Aldwinckle:
A Biographical Sketch of the Spiritual Foundation
of the Oxford University Socratic Club
Jim Stockton
Boise State University

Although the Oxford University
Socratic Club is most often identified with
its first faculty advisor and president, C. S.
Lewis, the club itself grew out of the
philosophical and theological curiosities
that were felt, in large part, by the
undergraduate class of the early 1940s.
In a 1985 audio interview [AI] the club’s
founder, Chaplain Stella Aldwinckle,
would recall that the inception for the
Socratic Club began at a ‘fresher’s tea’ at
the rectory of St. Aldate’s toward the end
of Michaelmas term of 1941. It was then
that a young Somervillean woman by the
name of Monica Shorten told the newly
arrived Aldwinckle that she was “very
disappointed in the sermons that the
different clergy are preaching,” in that
they were taking “God’s existence and
Christ’s divinity for granted“ (Aldwinckle
AI, 8). When Aldwinckle inquired if any of
her friends shared her concerns,
Shorten’s response was an enthusiastic
“Oh yes,” adding that along with her
Christian friends there were “Plenty,
plenty, of agnostics and atheists” who
were just as interested as she was in
discussing religious and philosophical
issues (Aldwinckle AI, 8). Inspired by her
conversations with Shorten and her
friends, Aldwinckle would post an
announcement on the Somerville College
Junior Common Room bulletin board
inviting all parties, including “Atheists,
Agnostics come to the discussion,” on
what she would later refer to in the
second Socratic Digest [SD] as a

“philosophical approach to religion”
(Aldwinckle SD no. 2, 1).
This initial meeting was, as
Aldwinckle recalled, “Quite civil,” bringing
about “good thoughtful questions, and
everyone very interested in saying, ‘Can’t
we meet again?’ ” (Aldwinckle AI, 9).
Much to her surprise, the second meeting
was “standing room only in the
Somerville J. C. R.,” giving rise to “a
Socratic Club in embryo”(Aldwinckle AI,
9). It was shortly after the second meeting
that Aldwinckle would write C. S. Lewis
asking him to be president of the Socratic
Club. Lewis gladly accepted the position,
and with his tutelage and Aldwinckle’s
fervent drive the club would become an
instantaneous and long-lived success.
Over the course of twenty-seven years
414 meetings were held, wherewith 306
scholars and guest speakers either
delivered or responded to a wide variety
of topics (Socratic Club Papers and
Speakers 1-12). Many of the speakers
were the most famous and widely read
academics of their day, including: Isiah
Berlin, H. H. Price, Gilbert Ryle, Michael
Dummett, Fr. Frederick Copelston,
Dorothy Sayers, Owen Barfield, Anthony
Kenny, Iris Murdoch, Basil Mitchell, and
many others. Likewise, the Socratic Club
was a testing ground for the early careers
of such notable philosophers as G.E.M.
Anscombe, A.J. Ayer, Antony Flew, Peter
Geach, Philippa Foot, John Lucas, and
Alastair MacIntyre (Socratic Club Papers
and Speakers 1-12). Added to this weekly
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meetings were often very lively, acting as
the genesis to several legendary debates
that are still spoken and written about
today. Such a remarkable output on the
part of one of many student
organizations, at what is arguably the
most famous university in the world,
would not have been possible without
Chaplain
Aldwinckle’s
passion,
dedication, and evangelical conviction.
Because of her passion, and the affect that
it gave rise to, Aldwinckle’s life was one
that was ‘well-examined’, and one that is
well worth looking at.
Most of what is known, as well as
what has been published, about
Aldwinckle’s life and work is drawn from
three sources. The first and most
significant primary resource, is the Stella
Aldwinckle Papers: 1922—1990 (Bulk
Dates 1940—1972) housed at the Marion
E. Wade Center at Wheaton College, in
Wheaton, Illinois. Amongst this collection
is the second most significant primary
source, Professor Lyle W. Dorsett’s July
26, 1985 audio interview with Aldwinckle
Third in line are Iris Murdoch’s
“Foreword” and Richard Leachman’s
“Biographical Postscript” to Aldwinckle’s
1990 collected works of poetry, Christ’s
Shadow in Plato’s Cave: A Meditation on
the Substance of Love [CS]. As
complementary sources to Aldwinckle’s
only book length publication, Murdoch
and Leachman’s insights are amongst the
few published reminiscences by her
friends and colleagues.
Elia Estelle Aldwinckle was born
in Johannesburg, South Africa on the 16th
of December, 1907, served as the Oxford
Pastorate’s Chaplain for Women Students,
from 1941 to 1966, and died on
December 28th, 1989. In between the
Dorsett interview and the Leachman
postscript Aldwinckle’s formative years
tell the story of a young woman who was
raised in what Leachman refers to as a
“conventional Anglican middle class
family—church was regularly attended,
the Lord’s Prayer formed a focal point and

was frequently recited, and her father’s
advice to the family was that the greatest
book ever written was St. John’s Gospel”
(Leachman CS, 79). Leachman continues
to tell us that Aldwinckle had a very
adventurous youth spent going back to
England in 1915 during the war years, so
as be safely educated at Weston-superMare grammatical school for girls, and
then returning to Brits, South Africa in
1925 to be reunited with her family. Back
in South Africa, the eighteen-year-old
Aldwinckle, along with her fifteen-yearold brother Aylmer, started a tobacco
farm in close proximity of the Crocodile
River. Of this particular time, Aldwinckle
recalled that on her twenty-first birthday
she “went down to the water there and
prayed about the future. And the answer
was that I wanted to use my life to help
people find God” (Aldwinckle AI, 5). The
profundity of this anecdote is notable, in
that it acts as a reminder that Aldwinckle
sincerely felt called to serve God, a point
that is often overlooked, dismissed, or (as
is most likely the case) simply accepted as
a given when her governance of the
Socratic Club is put in front of the critical
lens. The import of keeping this defining
moment in mind is that it affirms that
Aldwinckle viewed the Socratic Club as
both an integral part of her mission and
an evangelical tool. In turn, and albeit by
extension, the club would become one of
the Oxford Pastorate’s most successful
means of homilizing to an academic, and
quite often skeptical, audience.
Aldwinckle’s entry into the
ministry began in 1928 with her return to
England. Once there she found
employment as a nursemaid for a Baptist
minister in North London, and it was
during this time that she would take
correspondence courses in Greek, so as to
strengthen her chances with the
university entrance exams. Aldwinckle
succeeded in gaining a place at Oxford’s
St. Anne’s College where she deliberately
chose to read in theology. When asked
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about this particular time in her life she
would tell Dorsett that:
And, by a miracle, I believe,
managed to get into Oxford. I had to
go up for an interview and all that
kind of thing, and got in to St.
Anne’s College. And I thought, ‘Now
what am I going to read?’ I thought,
‘Well, I suppose what I’d like to do
would be to take the existence of
God as given, and read theology
rather than philosophy.’ So, I read
theology and one of my tutors was
Austin Farrer, who became one of
my very, very great friends and
helped me
with my own
philosophical research than anyone
could believe possible . . .
(Aldwinckle AI, 5)

Aldwinckle’s deliberate decision
to read theology is interesting on two
accounts.
One,
as
an
aspiring
undergraduate she understood then, or
came to understand later in her studies,
the difference between a philosophical
and theological study of religion.
Secondly, her choice would put her in
contact with Professor Austin Farrer, who
would become her advisor and life-long
friend. Not only was Farrer one of the
greatest theologians of the twentieth
century, he was also a close friend and
critical ally of C.S. Lewis. When it came to
the hey-days of the Socratic Club, Farrer
and Lewis were a force to be reckoned
with, with Lewis delivering or responding
to twenty-seven papers, and Farrer taking
to the lectren twenty-one times.
Returning to Aldwinckle’s earlier
years, after finishing her studies at St.
Anne’s, she would teach Divinity at
Yorkshire for three years, followed by a
position at St. Christopher’s College in
Blackheath, an affluent London suburb. In
1941 she would reaffirm her calling, and
take her commitment to the Anglican
Church a step further by choosing a
pastoral path over teaching. Richard
Leachman offers an insightful summation

of this turning point in Aldwinckle’s life
when he writes:
… gradually she came to realise that
she was not destined to spend her
life as a teacher, and that her true
calling was pastoral. Stella returned
to Oxford and joined the Oxford
Pastorate, a team of workers
attached to St Aldate’s Church, yet
independent of it, and whose work
was, and still is, focused primarily
on the spiritual counselling of the
University’s undergraduates. Stella
had clearly found her niche, and
here she remained for twenty six
years as Chaplain for Women
Students, from 1941 to 1966,
exercising what proved to be a
powerful and uplifting ministry
among generations of students.
(Leachman CS, 79)

The
Socratic
Club
and
Aldwinckle’s ministry were joined at the
hip from the very onset of her new
career—a point that is made evident in
the 1985 interview when Dorsett and
Aldwinckle engage in a quick exchange
that precedes the better known story of
Monica Shorten’s disenchantment with
the more liberal Christian sentiments of
the day:
DORSETT: . . . your position, then,
was helping people spiritually
find the way. This was fulfilling
this vision you really had on the
Crocodile River.
ALDWINKCLE: Yes, yes.
DORSETT: Helping people, helping
seekers find God.
ALDWINKCLE: To find God, yes.
DORSETT: Pointing people to God.
ALDWINKCLE: And the philosophical work I’ve done all the
way through, which I started in
1945, came as a kind of urge that
I got it started.
DORSETT: All right, so by the
time—if
I
understand
it
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correctly then, the Socratic Club
grows out of your ministry,
really.
ALDWINKCLE: Oh, yes, directly.
(Aldwinckle AI, 7-8)

Given this reminiscent, there can
be little doubt over Aldwinckle’s
missionary intent in establishing the
Socratic Club. Just as interesting is
Aldwinckle’s specified mention that her
“philosophical work . . . started in 1945,”
three years after the Socratic Club had
been established, and that the same said
“philosophical work” was associated with
her calling (Aldwinckle AI, 8).
Further examination of the 1985
interview, and a corresponding analysis
of Aldwinckle’s club notes from the early
1940s,
suggest
that
Aldwinckle’s
undergraduate
knowledge
of
the
foundational
differences
between
theology and philosophy were starting to
evolve into a personal interpretation of
the centuries old conflict of Faith vs.
Reason. One of the clearest expressions of
this interpretation is found in the early
part of the 1985 interview when
Aldwinckle explains that her:
… whole research, this whole
philosophical effort that I’ve been
making ever since that time, really,
it’s completely new approach, you
see,
but
it
it’s
ultimately
philosophical. But the pastoral
nerve of it is to remove the
hindrances and misunderstandings
which prevent people from
becoming Christians . . . it’s an
ontological argument, really. It is
the ontology of the Christian faith,
ontology. Not just philosophy, but
ontology. (Aldwinckle AI, 11)

Although the emphasis added to
the word ontology is on the part of the
transcriber, the repetition of the term
speaks to the significance that Aldwinckle
places on this central philosophical
concept. However, a thorough reading of

the Aldwinckle papers make it very clear
that her understanding of ‘ontology’ was
much more in step with Austin Farrer and
C. S. Lewis’s Edwardian view of
metaphysics than it was with the then
current perspective of ontological
analysis—particularly so as it was being
re-defined and argued for by logical
positivists such as Bertrand Russell and
A.J. Ayer. As Adam Barkman points out, in
his 2009 publication C.S. Lewis &
Philosophy as a Way of Life: A
Comprehensive Historical Examination of
His Philosophical Thoughts, by the mid1930s many of Oxford’s younger
philosophers:
… belonged to one of the early
schools
of
modern
analytic
philosophy, and their claim was
grounded in a radical empiricism
and focus on linguistic meaning,
asserting that nothing should be
believed or accepted without
verification; thus, for instance, they
claimed metaphysical and theological assertions should not be
believed since they cannot be
verified in the manner of scientific
inquiry.
(Barkman 204-05)

In sum, the battle between the few
remaining idealistic philosophers, or
traditionalists (C. S. Lewis and Austin
Farrer being amongst them) who saw
Edwardian theology as being an essential
pedagogical component of a refined,
classical education, and the progressives
(many of them strongly influenced by
logical positivism who viewed all matters
religious with a skeptical eye) was one of
the
century’s
most
contentious
philosophical disputes.
This was the backdrop by which
the Socratic Club came into its own,
particularly so in the late 1940s when the
trauma of the war began to wane and
more students began to return to lecture.
In such an exciting time the Oxford
philosophers were not only insistent on
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being heard, they often came to dominate
the stage. Such was the setting for one of
the Socratic Club’s most exciting years,
1948, wherein such debates as G.E.M.
Anscombe’s February 2 paper “‘Miracles’
– a reply to Mr. C.S. Lewis,” commented on
by C. S. Lewis, Fr. Leslie Walker’s
February 23, 1948 “Christianity and
Plato” fiercely responded to by then
professed atheist Anthony Flew, and the
bombastic J. B. S Haldane’s November 15
work, simply entitled “Atheism,” and
‘somewhat’ reproached by I. M. Crombie
all took the stage (Socratic Club Papers
and Speakers 4-5).
By the mid-1940s the Socratic
Club was well-established and quickly
becoming one of the most popular and
talked about clubs in the university
community.
Aldwinckle
quickly
capitalized on the club’s success, and
realizing that much of the notoriety
gained was due to Lewis’s growing
celebrity she sought to expand her
mission by asking Dorothy Sayers and T.S.
Eliot’s assistance in helping her in
establishing a London chapter. Although
both Sayers and Eliot expressed an
interest and admiration for the Socratic
Club, neither could comply with
Aldwinckle’s request, leaving her seek
attention from those in the Oxonian
community who were most receptive—a
new generation of theologians and
philosophers, particularly so younger
women fellows and lecturers who were
seeking an audience.
The most famous of these young
women was Jean Iris Murdoch, an
aspiring Somerville and Cambridge
educated philosopher who became a
fellow of Oxford’s St. Anne’s College in
1948, and who would eventually become
recognized as one of the twentieth
century’s leading intellectuals and
novelists. In her “Foreword” to
Aldwinckle’s Christ’s Shadow in Plato’s
Cave, Murdoch recalls that:

She entered the colleges of Oxford
boldly, not always welcome, but as
of right, taking her role among us
for granted . . . Stella did not appear
as a ‘converter’ in any narrow or
doctrinal sense, she taught by what
she was, by her presence, her faith
and her concern . . . I left Oxford in
1942, just after the Socratic Club
was founded, and returned in 1948
to find the club flourishing and
indeed famous, and Stella as busy
as ever in her ‘parish’ carrying her
faith into all her corners.
(Murdoch CS, 7)

Over the years Murdoch and
Aldwinckle would become close friends,
and it would be this relationship that
would bring Aldwinckle closer to two
other women, analytical philosopher
G.E.M. Anscombe and ethicist Philippa
Foot. Although Aldwinckle was closer to
Foot than she was Anscombe the
relationship that she had with her was
more than passing, and one that has been
overlooked by more than one biographer
when approaching the circumstances
revolving around the famous 1948 debate
between Anscombe and Lewis. Just as
significant is the fact that all four women
delivered papers at Socratic Club
meetings during a time when Philosophy
and Theology was still overtly masculine,
a matter that should not be seen as
merely coincidental.
As is the case with most long-lived
university organizations, the Socratic
Club evolved and changed throughout the
years, particularly so following Lewis’s
departure for Cambridge in the autumn of
1954. It is after Lewis’s departure that
the club’s membership and critical
perspective becomes decisively philosophical. While religion remained a going
concern, and often dominated the
discussions at hand, the works delivered
in the 1950s and 60s were much more
analytical and contemporary than those
seen in the 1940s and early 50s. It was a
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gradual shift in both conversation and
context that didn’t escape Aldwinckle’s
attention. Early on in the club’s history, in
sub-section entitled “Women’s Work,”
Aldwinckle
would
contribute
the
following comment to The Oxford
Pastorate Fifty-Fourth Report. July 1949—
June 1950 [OP]:
For the intellectuals, on the other
hand, the growing ascendency of
analytic method in philosophy is
spreading scepticism of the subtlest
kind. The Socratic Club is trying to
do something to meet this situation
by a list of fixtures for the coming
academic
year
planned
in
collaboration with a group of senior
philosophers. (Aldwinckle OP 194950, 9)

In this account, Aldwinckle’s
optimistic words fit well with other
reports that speak to the popularity and
affect that the Socratic Club had during its
first twelve years. Although her
stewardship of the Socratic Club never
faltered, and while her own interests in
philosophy grew alongside the club’s
new-gained
interest
in
analytical
discourse, Aldwinckle never gave up her
Edwardian root. This point is clearly
expressed fourteen years later wherein
The Oxford Pastorate Sixty-Eighth Report.
July 1963—June 1964, she states:
This leads on to the Socratic Club’s
work. For some time I have become
increasingly dissatisfied with this
on two counts: (1) We seem to find
ourselves imprisoned by the allpowerful linguistic approach to
philosophy, and to be drawn into
rather arid discussion about
religious language and its possible
meaningfulness. The problem is
how to get beyond this living in a
strait-jacket to a style of discussion
that relates more directly to a
problem of finding a philosophy of
life. (2) This arid linguistic

approach means we are not doing
enough for those reading P.P.E. or
Greats . . . (Aldwinckle OP 1963-64,
7)

Even though she would report
that “my main work has been in the
Socratic Club (which has had a very good
year)” in the ensuing year (1965),
Aldwinckle’s notes of the 1960s show a
subtlely compromised attitude about club
activities and discourse (Aldwinckle OP
1964-65, 1). By the mid-1960s club
debates and activities had begun to slow
down, and in 1966 Aldwinckle would
retire on the 25th anniversary of her
service to the Oxford Pastorate.
Even after retirement Aldwinckle
continued to attend Socratic Club
meetings, remaining active until May 2,
1969 when her notes on those who spoke,
and what was said, come to an end. While
Chaplain Aldwinckle’s passion for her
mission might have come across as being
a tad bit too evangelical or enthusiastic
for some Oxonians, and while her
understanding of philosophy was too
subjective
and
theological
for
contemporary
analysis,
what
is
undeniable is that her shepherding of the
Socratic Club gave many of the 20th
century’s most widely read and
recognized philosophers and theologians
a platform to speak from—and, for those
who were in need of spiritual comfort in a
contentious world, she was there for
them.
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C.S. Lewis and the Angelic Hierarchy
Susan and Woody Wendling
New York C.S. Lewis Society

Introduction
Readers and scholars of C.S. Lewis
universally acknowledge his "syncretistic
imagination"--which fuses classical pagan
ideas with Christian allegory--and call
him a "Neoplatonist Christian" (cf. C.S.
Lewis as Philosopher: Truth, Goodness and
Beauty; Adam Barkman, C.S. Lewis &
Philosophy As A Way of Life). This paper
will specifically identify the concept of the
Angelic
Hierarchy
(or
"spiritual
cosmology") as being both ancient and
universally accepted. The Canadian critic
Adam Barkman warns that "Lewis's
fiction is not always an accurate depiction
of his metaphysical [spiritual] beliefs," (p.
237). Yet there are clues in the Ransom
trilogy that C.S. Lewis collapses the
distinction between "ancient" and
"modern" and "fiction" and "fact"
precisely because he takes "ancient
philosophy" seriously and wants us
moderns to do likewise.
At the end of Out of the Silent
Planet Lewis the author establishes that
the fictional narrator is named "Lewis" (p.
155); that he is close friends with the
novel's protagonist Ransom; that he has
been working on certain facts concerning
planetary knowledge and medieval
Platonism; that these facts are relevant to
modern times because "the medieval
Platonists were living in the same
celestial year as ourselves" (p. 153); and
finally, that they--Ransom and Lewis-must disguise these facts as fiction
because humanity is in danger and that

"the dangers to be feared are not
planetary but cosmic . . . not temporal but
eternal" (p. 153).
Daring us to take up this challenge
of being "one of the few" who are
"prepared to go further into the matter,"
Lewis presents to us readers the ancient
and universal belief in spiritual
cosmology, or as this paper identifies it,
the Angelic Hierarchy. By examining this
belief Scripturally and philosophically, we
can then highlight its centrality in Lewis's
thinking and writing and speculate that
he believed it to be part of a spirituallybased worldview true for moderns as well
as for the ancients.
The Angelic Hierarchy
in the Scriptures

Let us emphasize at the outset
that "the Bible provides the basis for all
Christian reflection on angels. Angels are
present throughout Scripture, and must
be confronted by all of its readers" (Keck,
p. 8). Far from being a "mythological
hangover from pre-modern times"
(Dunbar, p. 5), Scripture tells us right in
the beginning of Genesis about God's
creation of the cosmos and every creature
in and on the celestial and terrestrial
orbs. From the patristic era through the
medieval period, the roles of the spirits in
the Genesis creation story were
frequently explored (Keck, p. 16). Yet
ultimately by the Council of Nicea in 325
A.D., the orthodox Fathers declared that
God created the angels despite the
2
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apparent silence of Genesis in this specific
area.
Lewis takes this historically
orthodox position that the Angelic
Hierarchy exists as part of God's creation,
yet sees the cosmos as filled with angelic
beings, arranged hierarchically.
In the Bible the angels are
represented throughout as spiritual
beings intermediate between God and
Man in their function as "messengers of
God." The Latin and Greek words for
"angel" or "aggelos" means "one sent."
They, like humans, are created beings (Ps.
148:2-5; Col. 1:16-17). They are spirits;
the writer of Hebrews says "Are they not
all ministering spirits, sent to minister to
them who shall receive the inheritance of
salvation?" (Heb. 1:14). In Revelation 8:25 they render perpetual assistance to God
and are depicted as standing "before
God's throne." In Jacob's vision they are
shown ascending and descending the
ladder which stretches from earth to
heaven--a visual image of this concept of
hierarchy. Angels interact with Hagar in
the wilderness.
The angel Gabriel
announced the birth of John the Baptist
and the Incarnation of the Lord Christ.
Further, they are represented as the
constituted guardians of the nations at
some particular crisis, such as in Daniel
10:12-21, where the Archangel Michael
was coming to assist Daniel but was
detained in the heavens by the Prince of
Persia. Throughout the Bible we find it
repeatedly implied that each soul has its
tutelary angel.
St. Paul refers to
principalities, powers, virtues, and
dominions in Ephesians 1:21, and, writing
to the Colossians (1:16), he says: "In Him
were all things created in heaven and on
earth, visible and invisible, whether
thrones or dominations, or principalities
or powers." According to John Calvin's
Institutes of the Christian Religion (Vol. I,
Chapter XIV, Section 6, p. 145), the angels
"regard our safety, undertake our
defense, direct our ways, and exercise a
constant solicitude that no evil befall us."

This mention of "evil" by John
Calvin reminds us that those who choose
to follow God's Son are constantly
engaged in cosmic spiritual warfare.
Ephesians 6 warns that "we are not
contending against flesh and blood, but
against the principalities, against the
powers, against the world rulers of this
present darkness, against the spiritual
hosts of wickedness in the heavenly
places" (RSV). Paul here clearly states
that the fallen angels hold sway over the
world!
It is assumed in the ancient
Biblical worldview that this "angelic fall"
occurred prior to the Fall of Man and that
legions of fallen angels who had allied
themselves with Lucifer also fell.
Revelation 12:9 describes this War in
Heaven, with Satan, which "deceiveth the
whole world," being cast out into the
earth "and his Angels were cast out with
him." Luke 8:31 tells us that a portion of
the fallen angels are currently restrained
in a spiritual prison called "the Abyss."
Later we will connect this ancient idea of
the angelic fall to Lewis's knowledge of,
and love for, Milton's epic poem, Paradise
Lost, and his linking of the fallen angel
Lucifer to the story of Earth's fallen
"Oyarsa" in his cosmic inter-planetary
novels.
The Angelic Hierarchy
and Platonic Philosophy

Realizing how extensive the
Biblical teaching is on the spiritual reality
of the angels, their place in God's creation,
and their relationship to humanity, let's
examine the belief in spiritual cosmology
or hierarchy seen in philosophers such as
Plato and Plotinus. According to Justin
Pollard and Howard Reid: "In the Enneads
we can look into the mind of the last great
pagan philosopher of antiquity. Plotinus’s
universe is, broadly speaking, of a similar
structure to Plato’s, graded in the Great
Chain of Being from the divine to the
mundane, from the eternal to the mortal,
3
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from God the One to nature, matter, and
the observed world." (Pollard and Reid, p.
248)
These authors pinpoint that the
legacy of these ideas continued not just in
the last days of the pagan ancient world
but throughout later history:
In the later classical world the
theological traditions of Christianity
(most particularly in the work of Saint
Augustine), Islam, and Judaism all looked
to Platonic philosophy, as described by
Plotinus, as a method for formulating and
articulating their own theologies. After
the obscurity of the medieval period, the
Enneads reemerged in 1492 as one of the
driving forces behind the writings of the
Italian Renaissance philosophers and in
the works of humanists like Erasmus and
Thomas More. [emphasis added] (Pollard
and Reid, p. 250)
We emphasize this connection
because Lewis’s area of academic
expertise was precisely in this time
period of history. In the "Introduction" to
his magnum opus, the Oxford History of
English Literature in the Sixteenth Century
excluding Drama (popularly called the
"OHEL" volume), Lewis discusses such
Renaissance thinkers as Ficino, Pico,
Paracelsus, Agrippa and the English Dr.
Dee. Substituting Ficino's term "Platonic
theology" for "Neoplatonism," Lewis
defines
this
whole
system
of
daemonology arranged in a hierarchy as
"a deliberate syncretism based on the
conviction that all the sages of antiquity
shared a common wisdom and that this
wisdom
can
be
reconciled
with
Christianity" [emphasis added] (OHEL, p.
21) This ancient "Platonic theology,"
according to Pollard and Reid, was
salvaged from antiquity specifically by the
Florentine Renaissance philosophers
discussed by Lewis in his OHEL volume.
Pollard and Reid continue, saying that
Plotinus came to be recognized as "one of
the formative influences on Western
Christianity" (Pollard and Reid, p. 250).

The Angelic Hierarchy
in Lewis's A Preface to Paradise Lost
Twelve years prior to the
publication of the OHEL volume, in 1942,
Lewis published his famous study on John
Milton, A Preface to Paradise Lost. In it he
discusses the concept of hierarchy itself,
something he believed to be "of great
importance" (Hooper, p. 561). Further, as
a seventeenth century English poet,
Milton's tale of the rebellion and fall of
the angels provides further grist for
Lewis's ancient Neoplatonic spiritual
cosmology. In Chapter XV, "The Mistake
about Milton's Angels," Lewis defends the
materiality of Milton's angels by saying
that "the whole passage . . . becomes
intelligible . . . when we realize that Milton
put it there chiefly because he thought it
true. In this he did not stand alone" (PPL,
p. 109). Lewis then reiterates the unity
between the ancient writers, the Platonic
philosophers and Christianity, saying that
"bound up with this is a belief that the
pictures of non-human yet rational life
presented in the Pagan writers contain a
great deal of truth. The universe is full of
such life . . . genii, daemones, aerii
homines. And these are animals, animated
bodies or incarnate minds" (PPL, pp. 109110).
Further, Lewis confesses that "a
new period in my appreciation of
Paradise Lost began when I first found
reason to believe that Milton's picture of
the angels . . . is meant in principal as a
literally true picture of what they
probably were . . ." (PPL, p. 108). This
"voice" of Lewis the academic literary
critic of Milton here sounds like the same
voice of Lewis the self-named narrator at
the end of Out of the Silent Planet, both
saying the same thing: he "has reason to
believe" that the ancient wisdom of the
Angelic/Planetary Hierarchy is fundamentally and spiritually "true."
To complete our earlier tracing of
this strand of Neoplatonic thought
through the centuries of human history,
let's go back to Pollard and Reid, who
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continue by stating that the "German
idealists of the following century [late
18th and 19th century] considered
Plotinus's work the basis for their
opposition to the growing schools of
scientific philosophy, and his influence can
even be traced in the twentieth-century
Christian imaginative literature in
England, spearheaded by C.S. Lewis"
[emphasis added] (Pollard and Reid, p.
250).
The Angelic Hierarchy
in Lewis's The Discarded Image

The crucial "road map to ancient
ideas" and especially the idea of the
universe encompassing spiritual beings
arranged in hierarchies, is found in the
posthumously published nonfiction work,
The Discarded Image. Lewis describes the
lingering,
pervasive
and
often
unacknowledged influence of this
"spiritual cosmology," and states that "not
all Christians at all times have detected
them or admitted their existence . . ."
(Discarded Image, p. 48) Below Earth's
moon is the "aether" or "air" which is
populated by "the Longaevi", to whom
Lewis devotes an entire chapter.
Cosmically, above the earth, is "the
Angelic Hierarchy" explicated in detail in
the sixth century by the famed PseudoDionysius, who elaborated this hierarchy
into three triads of three species each:
Seraphim, Cherubim, Thrones, Dominations, Powers, Virtues, Principalities,
Archangels and Angels (Keck, p. 57). As
Lewis tells us, this is a "finely graded
descent of power and goodness . . .the
universal principle. The Divine splendor
(illustratio) comes to us filtered, as it
were, through the Hierarchies" (Discarded
Image, p. 73). Additionally, if we want to
understand the "old poets", we must be
aware that "there is a vast re-adjustment
involved" (Discarded Image, pp. 74-5). A
few pages later, Lewis reiterates that this
difference in perspective is so radical that
it perhaps 'leaves no area and no level of

consciousness
unaffected'
[emphasis
added] (Discarded Image, p. 85). At this
point Inklings scholars will remember
that in 1936, Lewis first read Charles
Williams' spiritual thriller, The Place of
the Lion, which not only links the ancient
Platonic Ideas/Intelligences with the
Church's "Celestial Hierarchy" but also
warns of the spiritual importance of a
properly perceptive "consciousness" of
"the celestials." Damaris Tighe refuses to
see the actuality of the universe (in her
case, the Eagle of Wisdom) properly and
instead sees a frightening reptilian
pterodactyl. Lewis was so excited by this
novel's theme of Platonic Forms
materializing in real-life London and by
Williams' thought, that Lewis met "C.W."
in person and later incorporated him into
his circle of friends in Oxford (Carpenter,
pp. 99-101). All of this links Lewis's own
"change of consciousness" in his
understanding of Milton to his friendship
with Charles Williams, who knew all
about this ancient "Platonic Theology"
through his esoteric studies. Williams
adored Milton and later lectured at
Oxford on Milton's Comus. The force of all
these points together reinforces my
supposition that Lewis joined forces with
Williams in recovering an ancient and
Neoplatonic truth "carried forward" in
the writings of John Milton to the careful
reader in our more modern time period.
The Angelic Hierarchy
in Out of the Silent Planet

In the late 1930's and early 1940's
Lewis published his three interplanetary
novels, Out of the Silent Planet, Perelandra
and That Hideous Strength. In the first
novel, the protagonist, a philologist
named Ransom is kidnapped and brought
to Malacandra/Mars by two evil
scientists, Weston and Devine, who have
already made contact with higher forms
of life on this planet. Right here at the
beginning, Lewis makes the point that the
reality of all such higher beings has been
5
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dismissed from human consciousness.
The type of beings that rule over the three
Malacandrian races are called eldils and
the senior one of them, who is the
planetary ruler, is called Oyarsa. The
critic Gareth Knight states that this
"cosmic picture" which Lewis uses as a
backdrop is drawing from "a great
tradition that was once common
knowledge but is now half-forgotten"
[italics added] (Knight, p. 26). At the end
of their "space adventure," as already
mentioned, Ransom and Lewis agree to
tell their story of expanded consciousness
in fiction rather than as fact, and in the
hope of being believed, they agree that
"What we need for the moment is not so
much a body of belief as a body of people
familiar with certain ideas. If we could
even effect in one percent of our readers a
change-over from the conception of Space
to the conception of Heaven [constituted
we now know of angelic and planetary
Intelligences/Angels] we should have
made a beginning [italics added] (Out of
the Silent Planet, p. 154).
The Angelic Hierarchy
in Perelandra

In the second novel Ransom
travels to Perelandra/Venus, which by
ancient cosmology is the planet of the
"third heaven" which holds the true
pattern for Earth's civilization. In Lewis's
commentary on his friend Charles
Williams' Arthurian poetry, Lewis says
that Williams calls what resides in the
third heaven "the feeling intellect", a term
used by Wordsworth. But then Lewis
states that Williams, like Lewis himself,
sees the planetary "intelligences" as
objective celestial fact and that "Williams
is . . . reproducing the doctrine of the
Renaissance Platonists that Venus-celestial love and beauty--was the pattern
or model after which God created the
material universe" (Arthurian Torso, p.
286). In this novel, after Ransom thwarts
Weston's attempt to corrupt the

innocence of Perelandra, an unfallen
world, he reaches the high place, so
sacred and secret, and can hear the
conversation of angels. Indeed, he finds
himself in communion with the Planetary
Spirits/Angels of both Mars and Venus.
The Angelic Hierarchy
in That Hideous Strength

Returning to the final volume of
the Ransom trilogy, we notice that Lewis
returns full force to his ancient cosmic
model of the universe filled with light and
angelic beings but with planet earth,
"Thulcandra," being "silent" separated
from the light and joy of the great cosmic
dance of the Angelic Hierarchy. The
reason for earth's "silence" and
"separation" is that earth is under the
domination of the evil, fallen Oyarsa. As
mentioned previously, the Bible does
teach us about the angelic creation and
the fact that "there was war in heaven"
and that "Lucifer, a created angelic being
was thrown out of Heaven and legions of
the Angelic Hierarchy with him."
Since we are unpacking "what
Lewis knew" about ancient spiritual
cosmology, let us probe further into what
has been called "the Myth of Angelic
Descent," which is elaborated in the lost
pseudepigraphical work called The Book
of Enoch. This book was more ancient
than the canonical New Testament
Scriptures and, although forgotten by the
Church for 1500 years, was used by the
early Church.
The Book of Enoch
describes the corruption of superhuman
forces/angels or "Watchers", who are
corrupt themselves and who oppress and
diminish God's creation. According to
Margaret Barker, an Oxford scholar
studying Second Temple Judaism and the
origins of Christianity, the Book of Enoch
"...was a text from their Jewish
background kept and used by the earliest
churches. These ideas about the nature of
evil, the danger of corrupted skills and
scientific knowledge, and the bonds of
6
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natural harmony in creation, must have
been a part of the earliest Christians'
worldview, a part of what they
assumed..." (Barker, p. 3)
Besides using the ancient idea of
humanity being under the influence of the
fallen, evil "Oyarsa" of earth in That
Hideous Strength, Lewis also probes the
Enochian themes of corrupted science
and the breaking of God-ordained order
in the heavens. The backdrop provided by
all three of these "Enochian themes" in
That Hideous Strength strengthens the
argument that Lewis not only "knew
about" the implications for humanity but
was working as an author to help
humanity achieve the necessary "change
of consciousness" required to return to
this ancient and spiritually true
worldview. (Cf. Michael Ward's Planet
Narnia for the unpacking of this "ancient
code" in Lewis's The Chronicles of
Narnia!)
C.S. Lewis's "Preface" to
The Hierarchy of Heaven and Earth

In March of 1952 (7 years after
the publication of That Hideous Strength),
Lewis wrote to Douglas Harding to tell
him that reading the manuscript of
Harding's book, The Hierarchy of Heaven
and Earth: A New Diagram of Man in the
Universe, had really excited him deeply.
In a postscript he tells Harding "I thought
the doctrine always was that of my eldila . .
." [italics added] (Collected Letters, Vol. III,
p. 101). The details of why Lewis agrees
with Harding and thinks that his thought
represents not just "rearguard actions"
against modern scientistic/mechanistic
worldviews but rather "a kind of thought
which attempts to reopen the whole
question" is delineated in Lewis's
"Preface" to Harding's book.
Later
reprinted as the essay The Empty Universe
in the volume Present Concerns (edited by
Walter Hooper and published by Fount in
1986), this essay boldly claims that
Harding's book is "the first attempt to

reverse a movement of thought which has
been going on since the beginning of
philosophy." Lewis describes how over
the centuries the progression towards
"modern knowledge" not only strips the
cosmos of its transcendent meaning but
leads to nothing less than "the abolition of
man" which actually is the title of Lewis's
nonfiction companion volume to That
Hideous Strength.
Conclusion

Although time prevents our
further development of this ancient
spiritual cosmology, this exploration
leads us to certain conclusions about C.S.
Lewis. By highlighting Lewis's use of this
spiritual cosmology in his fiction, his
literary criticism, his essays and letters,
we can better understand Lewis's
message for us moderns. If we view
ourselves as readers who are "among the
few, the very few" who understand and
work
towards
this
"change
of
consciousness" required to understand
our spiritual danger, we can use our
heightened awareness of the ancient
spiritual cosmology as an antidote to the
"hideous strength" of the demonic
influence of our materialist "death
culture." Could it be that our beloved Jack
Lewis is urging us to take up his challenge
to question our modern culture's
dismissal of such ancient spiritual
worldviews as mere "myth"? Could it be
that he is calling us even now to effect a
changeover in our own thinking such that
we know them to be spiritually true? If
we take such matters seriously, then we,
along with Lewis, become spiritually
attuned to the "cosmic dimension" of our
faith and thereby become radically
counter-culture and even subversive in
our
departure
from
mainstream
(modern) thinking.
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A Speculative Meditation on Tolkien’s Sources
for the Character Gollum
Woody and Susan Wendling
New York C.S. Lewis Society

We would like to speculate on
Tolkien's sources for Gollum. As a start, it
is likely that Tolkien's sources for Gollum
were the same as his sources for ents.
Tolkien wrote that "...Ents are composed
of philology, literature, and life." (The
Letters of J.R.R. Tolkien, p. 212.) Tolkien
accordingly cites three sources -- his love
of word origins or linguistics (philology),
literature (poetry and prose), and life
(personal experience). Was Gollum
composed in the same way?
The Poem Glip

The precursor to Gollum in
Tolkien's writings was a slimy little
creature named "Glip." Glip is one of a
series of poems called Tales and Songs of
Bimble Bay. (The Annotated Hobbit, p.
119.) The poem is undated, but was
probably written around 1928. Keep in
mind that Tolkien first wrote the
sentence, "In a hole in the ground there
lived a hobbit," late in 1929. (J.R.R.
Tolkien: A Biography, p. 83.) Here is
Tolkien's poem in its entirety: (The
Annotated Hobbit, p. 119.)
Under the cliffs of Bimble Bay
Is a little cave of stone
With wet walls of shining grey;
And on the floor a bone,
A white bone that is gnawed quite
clean
With sharp white teeth.
But inside nobody can be seen --

He lives far underneath,
Under the floor, down a long hole
Where the sea gurgles and sighs.
Glip is his name, as blind as a mole
In his two round eyes
While daylight lasts; but when night
falls
With a pale gleam they shine
Like green jelly, and out he crawls
All long and wet with slime.
He slinks through weeds at
highwater mark
To where the mermaid sings,
The wicked mermaid singing in the
dark
And threading golden rings
On wet hair; for many ships
She draws to the rock to die.
And Glip listens, and quietly slips
And lies in shadow by.
It is there that Glip steals his bones.
He is a slimy little thing
Sneaking and crawling under fishy
stones,
And slinking home to sing
A gurgling sound in his damp hole;
But after the last light
There are darker and wickeder
things that prowl
On Bimble rocks at night.

Many aspects of Gollum's persona,
as seen in The Hobbit, are already
established in the character of Glip:
● Where he lives -- in "a little cave
of stone," "far underneath, down a
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long hole where the sea gurgles,"
"his damp hole"
● Glip's lair is a deadly place. The
mermaid draws many ships "to the
rock to die." "It is there that Glip
steals his bones.
● His invisibility -- "inside nobody
can be seen." He "quietly slips and
lies in shadow by."
● An allusion to "golden rings," but
of the mermaid's wet hair rather
than a ring on the finger
● What he looks like when seen -He is "a slimy little thing sneaking
and crawling," "slinking." His eyes
"shine like green jelly."
● What he sounds like -- singing "a
gurgling sound"
The Philology of Gollum

In the first edition of The Hobbit
(1937) Tolkien wrote that the name
"Gollum" came from this "gurgling
sound." In Tolkien's words, "Gollum"
describes "the horrible swallowing noise
in his throat", that Gollum makes when he
speaks. (Ibid., p. 120.) Indeed, "That is
how he [Gollum] got his name, though he
always called himself 'my precious'."
Gollum's
speech
has
two
distinctive qualities. First is the snake-like
sibilant "s": "Where iss it? Where iss it?
Bilbo heard him crying. "Losst it is, my
precious, lost, lost! Curse us and crush us,
my precious is lost." (Ibid., p. 128.) The
sibilant "s" is reminiscent of the serpent
in the Garden of Eden (Genesis 3). The
second distinctive quality is the sound of
being strangled: "What's the matter?"
Bilbo called. "What have you lost?" "It
mustn't ask us," shrieked Gollum. "Not its
business, no, gollum! It's losst, gollum,
gollum, gollum." (The Annotated Hobbit, p.
129.) Smeagol had strangled his brother
Deagol to possess the ring, reminiscent of
Cain who slew his brother Abel (Genesis
4).
The sound of being strangled was
Andy Serkis's inspiration for Gollum in

the movie version of The Lord of the
Rings: "I started to think about where he
[Gollum] would physically carry his pain,
and decide that his throat could be deeply
affected, constricted by subconscious
guilt associated with killing Deagol, so
that when he talked he felt like he was
choking." (Gollum: How We Made Movie
Magic, p. 4.) Andy Serkis's other
inspiration for Gollum was a cat bringing
up a hairball!
In The Hobbit "Glip" became a
"gulp" -- "Gollum." In The Lord of the Rings
backstory Gollum began as the hobbit
Smeagol. Smeagol's brother was Deagol.
Tolkien retained the first syllable in
Gollum, "gol", as the last syllable in their
hobbit names (Smeagol and Deagol).
We speculate that Tolkien may
have arrived at the name "Gollum" from
at least six different literary sources: Old
Norse Gold, the Jewish Golem, the
Aramaic word Golgotha, the giant Goliath
in the Old Testament, Gorbo or Golithos in
E.A. Wyck-Smith's The Marvelous Land of
Snergs, and the Golliwogg in the books by
Florence and Bertha Upton.
Old Norse Gold

Did Tolkien get the name Gollum
from Old Norse Gold? This is the
hypothesis of Douglas Anderson, who
annotated The Annotated Hobbit (p. 120).
The Old Norse word gull means "gold." In
the oldest manuscripts it is spelled goll.
One inflected form would be gollum,
"gold, treasure, something precious." It
can also mean "ring," as is found in the
compound word fingr-gull, "finger-ring" -points that may have occurred to Tolkien.
The Jewish Golem

An alternative hypothesis is that
Tolkien got the name Gollum from the
Jewish Golem. (The Riddle of Gollum, pp.
135-138.) Golem comes from a Hebrew
word that occurs once in the Old
Testament (Psalm 139:16): "Your eyes
3
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saw my unformed substance," the word
root for substance being the consonants
GLM in the Hebrew. (The Golem: A New
Translation of the Classic Play and Selected
Short Stories, p. ix.) Tolkien did have an
interest in the Hebrew language. He
reported being "immersed in Hebrew,"
but in 1957, after The Hobbit and The
Lord of the Rings were published. (The
J.R.R. Tolkien Companion and Guide:
Reader's Guide, p. 468.) Tolkien did
translate the book of Jonah in The
Jerusalem Bible (published in 1966), but
"Not from the Hebrew direct!" (Ibid., p.
468.)
Was Tolkien aware of the Jewish
legend of the Golem? The Golem was a
creature of clay constructed to represent
a human being and endowed with life, but
without a soul. The legendary Golem
protected the Jews in the Ghetto. (The
Golem: The Story of a Legend, pp. 45, 103.)
Did
Tolkien
read
Gustav
Meyrink's The Golem, a famous fictional
treatment of the Golem first published in
English in 1928? The Golem, a
masterpiece of fantastic fiction, is a
supernatural novel (probably more to
Charles Williams' taste!). Tolkien read
little contemporary fiction, but he did
read fantasy and science fiction. (Tolkien
and C.S. Lewis: The Gift of Friendship, p.
213) Tolkien did not refer to Gustav
Meyrink or the Golem in his writings (to
the best of our knowledge); however, the
Oxford Christian writers could be
secretive about their sources. Michael
Ward's Planet Narnia is a case in point.
Gollum and the Golem have quite
a few similarities, besides names that
sound the same. They are both creatures
of the earth. They are both imperfect
beings. They both can become invisible;
invisibility was a property of the Golem in
some stories. Their magical power can be
inactivated. In Gollum's case, his
invisibility is lost when he loses the ring
to Bilbo.

Golgotha and Goliath
Regarding the philology of the
name Gollum, did Tolkien have Golgotha
in mind? The English word "Golgotha"
comes from the Aramaic word for "Place
of the Skull." Gollum's cave in The Hobbit
was certainly a place of death. According
to the Gospel accounts, Jesus was
crucified between two thieves. My
favorite line in The Hobbit is Gollum's last
line: "Thief, thief, thief! Baggins! We hates
it, we hates it, we hates it for ever!" (The
Annotated Hobbit, p. 134.)
Or did Tolkien have the giant
Goliath in mind (1 Samuel 17)? David had
a deadly one-on-one encounter with
Goliath. David was only a halfling relative
to the giant Goliath.
Gorbo or Golithos

Did Tolkien have Gorbo or
Golithos in mind when he thought up
Gollum? Gorbo and Golithos are two
characters in The Marvellous Land of
Snergs, a children's book by E.A. WykeSmith published in 1928. The story
concerns the adventures of a Snerg
named Gorbo. Snergs are "a race of
people only slightly taller than the
average table but broad in the shoulders
and of great strength." (The Marvellous
Land of Snergs, p. 7.) Another character is
Golithos, a giant ogre who has become a
vegetarian but is being tempted to eat
children once again. (Wyke-Smith
probably had the giant Goliath in mind
when he coined the name Golithos -- "Gol"
+ lithos, stone.)
Tolkien admitted in a 1955 letter
to W.H. Auden that The Marvellous Land of
Snergs was "probably an unconscious
source-book! for the Hobbits, not of
anything else." (The Letters of J.R.R.
Tolkien, p. 215.) But this statement fails to
convey the esteem Tolkien once held for
the book. In the drafts for his famous
lecture On Fairy Stories he wrote, "I
should like to record my own love and my
4
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children's love of E.A. Wyck-Smith's
Marvellous Land of Snergs, at any rate the
snerg-element of that tale, and of Gorbo
the gem of dunderheads, jewel of a
companion in an escapade." (The
Annotated Hobbit, p. 7.)
The Golliwogg Books

Did Tolkien have the "Golliwogg"
books in the back of his mind when he
thought up Gollum? These children's
books, illustrated by Florence Upton and
written in verse by her mother Bertha,
were published from 1895 to 1909. (Buy
Golly! The History of the Golliwogg.)
Tolkien was born in 1892, so the
Golliwogg books may have been among
the first books Tolkien read as a child!
The "Golliwogg" sparked an industry of
dolls and publishing in Great Britain. The
Robertson's Jam Company even used the
Golliwog as their logo. C.S. Lewis
mentions a Golliwog lawn ornament in
The Four Loves (1960). (p. 34.)
Unfortunately the meaning of "golliwogg"
changed through the 20th Century, taking
on the connotations of a racial stereotype.
The word "golliwogg" came to mean "a
grotesque black doll" or "a grotesque
person." (The Random House Dictionary of
the English Language, p. 820.) Gollum is
certainly "a grotesque person." Also, the
word "golliwog" sounds like pollywog
(Gollum is a somewhat aquatic creature.)
and scalawag (Gollum is a rascal.).
Regarding the sources for
Gollum's name, perhaps Tolkien should
have the last word: "Nevertheless one's
mind is, of course, stored with a 'leaf
mould' of memories (submerged) of
names, and these rise up to the surface at
times, and may provide with modification
the bases of 'invented' names." (The
Letters of J.R.R. Tolkien, p. 409.)
Grendel

Surely the monster Grendel in
Beowulf was a source for Gollum. The first

edition of The Hobbit was published in
1937, while Tolkien's lecture on Beowulf:
The Monsters and the Critics was in 1936.
Beowulf is at the top of Douglas
Anderson's list of Tolkien's probable
sources for The Hobbit. (The Annotated
Hobbit, pp. 5-6.) Tolkien claimed that
Beowulf was among his "most valued
sources," but also that it was "not
conspicuously present" in his mind as he
wrote The Hobbit. (The Letters of J.R.R.
Tolkien, p. 31.)
The Hobbit is modeled on Beowulf.
Both are quest romances ("there and back
again"). Both Grendel and Gollum live in
lairs. Charles Beach has noted that both
are associated with caves and water and
seen as pitiable (Report of the 9/9/11
Meeting, p. 14). Grendel is said to descend
from the race of Cain. (Beowulf: A New
Verse Translation, p. 9.) Cain, like Gollum,
killed his brother. Grendel is the first of
three monsters that Beowulf has to face.
Gollum is the first of three monsters that
Bilbo faces in The Hobbit (followed by the
spiders and the dragon Smaug). Frodo
also faces three monsters in The Lord of
the Rings -- the Watcher, Gollum and
Shelob.
Professor John M. Bowers has
claimed that without Grendel, "we
wouldn't have Gollum." (The Western
Literary Canon in History, Part 2 of 3, p.
18.) Tolkien "liked to believe, in a sense,
that the stories he was telling were true
stories that had passed along in oral
tradition, to surface later in the earliest
literature." (The Western Literary Canon
in History, Part 3 of 3, p. 173.) When he
wrote The Hobbit and The Lord of the
Rings, Tolkien imagined that he was
"writing that lost prehistory of the
English people out of the evidence that
was passed along in oral tradition,
surfacing in the earliest literary
accounts..." (Ibid., p. 173.) When Tolkien
"reads Beowulf and sees the character
Grendel, he imagines that this character is
based ultimately on Gollum. So his
Gollum, he imagines, is the original type,
5
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the source for the literary Grendel." (Ibid.,
p. 173.)
The Christian Gospel

Another certain source for Gollum
was the Christian Gospel, as expressed by
the frequent appeals for mercy in the
Catholic Mass. (The Quest for Pity and
Mercy in Tolkien's Middle Earth, pp. 7984.) The Mass often repeats each appeal
three times:
● Kyrie eleison (Lord have mercy)
● Christe eleison (Christ have mercy)
● Kyrie eleison (Lord have mercy)
The Catholic Mass was Tolkien's
predominant source for the great theme
of pity and mercy that starts with Gollum
in The Hobbit and then runs throughout
the entire Lord of the Rings trilogy. One
can even make a merciful acronym from
Gollum's name: GOD Loves U(You)
Mercifully!

saying, "Is that where I got all that?'"
(Report of the 9/9/11 Meeting, p. 15) It
seems fitting to let Tolkien have the last
word. Tolkien believed that "...only one's
guardian Angel, or Indeed God himself,
could unravel the real relationship
between personal facts and an author's
works. Not the author himself (though he
knows more than any investigator), and
certainly
not
the
so
called
'psychologists'." (The Letters of J.R.R.
Tolkien, p. 288.)

Summary

We have hypothesized that
Gollum, like the ents, was "composed of
philology, literature, and life." Gollum got
his start in Tolkien's writings as a
creature in his poem, "Glip." Gollum got
his name from his "gurgling sound," the
"horrible swallowing noise in his throat."
We speculate that Tolkien may have
arrived at the name "Gollum" from at
least six different literary sources: Old
Norse Gold, the Jewish Golem, the
Aramaic word Golgotha, the giant Goliath
in the Old Testament, Gorbo or Golithos in
E.A. Wyck-Smith's The Marvelous Land of
Snergs, and the Golliwogg in the books by
Florence and Bertha Upton. Two more
definite sources for Gollum are the
monster Grendel in Beowulf and the
Christian Gospel, as expressed by the
frequent appeals for mercy in the Roman
Catholic Mass.
On hearing this presentation,
James Como quipped, "I can easily
imagine Tolkien listening to you and
6
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A Tryst with the Transcendentals:
C.S. Lewis on Beauty, Truth, and Goodness
Part II: Truth
Donald T. Williams
Toccoa Falls College

INTRODUCTION

THE NATURE OF TRUTH

“Beauty is truth, truth beauty. That is
all / Ye know on earth, and all ye need to
know,” says Keats’ Grecian Urn. If the
Romantics tended to conflate Truth and
Beauty, the Moderns tended to explain Beauty
away as a mere subjective emotional
response; and now some Post-Moderns seem
to do the same with Truth itself. C. S. Lewis,
rooted in the classical Christian world view,
sought a more whole vision of the relations
among the Transcendentals than any of these
other approaches can provide.
As we
summarized that Christian view in part one of
this study, truth when we find it in the world
is a reflection of God’s mind, goodness of His
character, and beauty of His glory, impressed
into the very fabric of what He has made (see
Kreeft 23-5). We started with Beauty in part
one because it was Beauty, coming through
Joy, or sehnsucht, that led Lewis to Truth. But
to Truth he believed he had arrived. What
was Lewis’s view of Truth? How did he
defend it against the Reductionisms prevalent
in the middle of the Twentieth Century? Can
that defense still help us to withstand the
assaults typical of our own times? These are
the questions on which we shall attempt to
shed some light.
In our age of PostModernism and Post-Foundationalism when
the very concept of truth is subject to
deconstruction, there are hardly any more
important questions we could address.

Simply put, C. S. Lewis held to the
classical “correspondence theory” of truth:
Truth is a property of propositions such that
their content corresponds to the state of
affairs in the real and objective external
world which they assert to be so. So far Lewis
is not original in his concept of truth. His
contribution at this point is helping us to a
fuller and richer understanding of what it
means to hold such a concept.
For example, he complains,
If naturalists do not claim to know any
truths, ought they not to have warned
us rather earlier of the fact? For really
from all the books they have written, in
which the behaviour of the remotest
nebula, the shyest proton, and the most
prehistoric man are described, one
would have got the idea that they were
claiming to give us a true account of
real things. (Miracles 24).

The key words here are “account” and “real
things.” Truth is propositional; it is an
account.
The person holding to these
propositions, i.e., making this account, may
not be capable of perfect objectivity. Indeed,
if he is a finite human being, he cannot be; but
his account is an account of objective reality
nonetheless, of real things. And he can in
theory overcome his subjectivity sufficiently
to verify the truth of his account, if indeed the
nebulae, protons, and cavemen behave as his
propositions claim they do; if the state of
affairs they assert “obtains” in the real world.
2
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The theoretical possibility of thus
sufficiently overcoming our subjectivity—and
knowing when we have done so—is then
essential to our ability to perceive, know, and
state truth as correspondence. Traditional
philosophy and nihilistic Post-Modernism
actually agree on this point; they part
company on the question of whether that
possibility exists. Lewis argues that it has to:
The reason why your idea of New York
can be truer or less true than mine is
that New York is a real place, existing
quite apart from what either of us
thinks. If, when each of us said “New
York” each meant merely “The town I
am imagining in my own head,” how
could one of us have truer ideas than
the other? There would be no question
of truth or falsehood at all. (Mere
Christianity 25)

Post-Kantian relativism, before we
even arrive at Post-Structuralism and
Deconstruction, holds that the real objective
New York, the New York an sich, is
unreachable, and that therefore only the
phenomenal New York, the one that exists as
an image constructed in our heads, can be
directly known. Common sense would seem
to be on the side of Lewis and the older
Tradition, though; for there actually is a real
New York, and the simple expedient of
visiting it can determine which of two
accounts of it is closer to the reality, so that
the town being imagined in one head can be
rejected in favor of that being imagined in the
other for good and sufficient reason—to wit,
the town existing outside of either head. Is
Times Square in Manhattan, Brooklyn,
Queens, Staten Island, or the Bronx? Unless
the real New York outside our heads both
exists and is accessible to our heads, the
question is unanswerable. But the question is
in fact answerable; therefore, truth must be
what Lewis conceived it to be, an account of
New York that is theoretically capable of
getting what we think closer to the real place
that exists quite apart from what any of us
thinks.

The existence of truth in this sense
entails the existence of falsehood.
Of
contradictory propositions, only one of them
can be true, and if that one is true, the other
must perforce be false.
“Your Hindus
certainly sound delightful,” Lewis wrote to
Dom Bede Griffiths, “But what do they deny?
That’s always been my trouble with Indians—
to find any proposition they would pronounce
false.
But truth surely must involve
exclusions?” (Letters 3:704). A precondition
of truth then is the universal validity of the
law of non-contradiction. Two contradictory
propositions cannot both be true in the same
way, in the same place, at the same time. If
they could, the claim that either was true
would be empty.
In other words, a true thought
“reflects,” not just the mind of the thinker, but
“universal reality” (“De Futilitate” 60).
“Christianity claims to give you an account of
facts—to tell you what the real universe is
like” (“Man or Rabbit?” 108). One who claims
anything less is simply not claiming that
Christianity (or any other account of the state
of things) is true.
The radical nature of this concern for
truth was apparent already by the middle of
the Twentieth Century, as can be seen by
looking at some of the typical academic
concerns of late Modernism with which Lewis
contrasts it.
What makes some theological works
like sawdust to me is the way the
authors can go on discussing how far
certain positions are adjustable to
contemporary thought, or beneficial in
relation to social problems, or “have a
future” before them, but never squarely
ask what grounds we have for
supposing them to be true accounts of
any objective reality. (Malcolm 104)

Screwtape encourages Wormwood to make
good use of such an intellectual climate:
Your man has been accustomed, ever
since he was a boy, to have a dozen
incompatible philosophies dancing
about together inside his head. He
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doesn’t think of doctrines as primarily
“true” or “false,” but as “academic” or
“practical,”
“outworn”
or
“contemporary,” “conventional” or
“ruthless.” Jargon, not argument, is
your best ally in keeping him from the
Church. Don’t waste time trying to
make him think materialism is true!
Make him think it is strong or stark or
courageous—that it is the philosophy
of the future. (Screwtape 8)

In the intellectual climate which we
have at last succeeded in producing
throughout western Europe, you
needn’t bother about that [the fact that
earlier writers like Boethius had told
the truth]. Only the learned read old
books, and we have now so dealt with
the learned that they are of all men the
least likely to acquire wisdom by doing
so. . . . When a learned man is presented
with any statement in an ancient
author, the one question he never asks
is whether it is true. He asks who
influenced the ancient writer, and how
far the statement is consistent with
what he said in other books, and what
phase in the writer’s development, or in
the general history of thought it
illustrates, and how it affected later
writers, and how often it has been
misunderstood . . . and what the course
of criticism has been on it for the last
ten years, and what is the “present
state of the question.” (Screwtape 1289)

Now in the Post-Modern world we
have added concerns for what racial, class, or
gendered interests the ideas in question
advance, how they fit into or illustrate the
power-broking structures of society, etc. It is
not that these questions, or the ones Lewis
noticed (which are still with us), are always
devoid of interest, legitimacy, or relevance.
They become problematic when they are
used as a substitute for the search for truth, a
way of endlessly deferring the question of
truth, which is thought to be unattainable
anyway. And that is precisely how they often

do function, not surprisingly given that
Derrida correctly realized that once the very
possibility of truth has been banished, the
“play of signification” is extended precisely to
infinity (1207).
Here is the point: Lewis would want
to ask of the claim that, by the very nature of
discourse, questions of truth are endlessly
deferred, “Is it true? Does it correspond to
the way things actually are in the real world?”
And this is a question that Derrida, for
example, would have had to refuse to answer;
it is a question that simply has no meaning in
his system. If we accepted the Deconstructive
analysis, we would have to limit ourselves to
questions of race, gender, class, and power
too, for the truth question would be
unaskable. So the question whether a view of
truth can itself be true (or false) turns out to
be pretty basic. Can we correct the New York
in our heads by the one in the American
Northeast, or are we rendered unable to do
so, trapped inside our heads, whether by
Kantian categories or by the specious
language games preferred by Post-Modern
intellectuals? Putting off for the moment a
field trip to the Big Apple, we can realize that
there is no question as to which side of that
divide Lewis occupied.
Not all people who have held the
correspondence theory of truth have been
theists. But Christian theism if accepted does
provide a solid grounding for such a view of
truth. If we believe in a personal and rational
God who not only acts but speaks, and who
has created our finite minds in His image,
then it is easier to conceive of truth as both
existing and knowable. There is a stable
reality to which our propositions can
correspond, and our minds were designed to
deal with that reality by the same Mind that
designed it. If God exists and has spoken,
then He is Himself the ultimate source of
truth, and His Word the ultimate criterion of
truth. The complaint that there is no “God’s
eye view of the world” is then simply based
on a false premise. There is one; God has it;
and He has communicated at least some parts
of it to us. All truth then comes from Him,
either directly or indirectly. Lewis of course
4
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lived comfortably in this world: “Whatever
was true in Akhenaton’s creed came to him, in
some mode or other, as all truth comes to all
men, from God” (Reflections 86).
So far Lewis is solidly in the
mainstream of Christian thinking about truth.
Augustine and Aquinas, Calvin and Wesley,
Cardinal Newman and Carl F. H. Henry would
all have affirmed these basic points, though
not perhaps with Lewis’s characteristically
deft use of apt analogy. What Lewis adds to
the discussion is some careful thinking about
the relations of truth not only to reason but
also to imagination. It was his experience and
his conviction that “All things, in their way,
reflect heavenly truth, imagination not least”
(Surprised 167).
How exactly does
imagination do so?
Some
of
Lewis’s
interpreters,
influenced
perhaps
by
the
surface
resemblance in language between Lewis and
the English Romantics, have not paid
sufficiently careful attention to how Lewis
answers that question. One reads vague
statements like “Truth flows into a person
through the imagination” (Uszynski 247) and
even more inexact summaries like the
following: “Lewis, like many Romantics,
intuitively trusted the capacity of imagination
to be a ‘faculty of truth’” (Tixier 141). What
Lewis actually said was much more carefully
and rigorously thought out:
We are not talking about truth but
meaning: meaning which is the
antecedent condition of both truth and
falsehood, whose antithesis is not error
but nonsense. I am a rationalist. For
me, reason is the natural organ of truth;
but imagination is the organ of
meaning. Imagination, producing new
metaphors or revivifying old, is not the
cause of truth, but its condition.
(“Bluspels” 265).

Imagination is the faculty or organ not
of truth (directly) but of meaning, which is
the “antecedent condition” of truth. What
does this mean?
Suppose I utter the
proposition, “Blepple hloisats kleply flarg
krunk bluzzles,” and then ask you for a

verdict on its truth or falsehood. I suspect
you would be somewhat handicapped in
trying to render that verdict by the fact that
you would have no idea what I had said.
Before you could even begin to form a
judgment on the truth question, you would
need to know what a hloisat is, how a blepple
one differs from a regular one, what it is to
flarg, what a bluzzle is, what is the quality of
krunkness, and how flarging kleply differs
from regular flarging. In order to give you
that information I would have to render these
objects, qualities, and actions in concrete
terms that you could visualize.
Your
Imagination would be the faculty that enabled
you to form a picture—an image—of what the
proposition is asserting (or whether it is
asserting anything). Then your Reason would
compare that mental picture to the picture of
reality it has already tested and come to trust,
in order to see if correspondence or
contradiction resulted.
Imagination, in other words, doesn’t
give us truth, contrary to what Tixier implies.
Just because we can imagine something does
not make it real. But Imagination combined
with Reason can give us meaningful truth,
truth that impacts us on other levels than
mere academic intellectual assent. This is
truth that can appeal to head and heart
together. Lewis was the master of giving it to
us, whether in his expository prose or his
fiction. The hall and rooms of a house for the
church and its denominations; two books
which have always been resting one on the
other for the eternal generation of the Son;
the keys of a piano and a tune for the
relationship between our instincts and the
moral law; entrusting oneself to the waves
and floating islands of Perelandra rather than
sleeping on the fixed land for faith; the Stone
Table for the Law and Aslan’s death cracking
it for the Gospel; Reepicheep the Mouse for
valor, chivalry, and honor: The brilliant
artistic construction of these images does not
prove that they are images of truth. But their
presence in the context of the linear
arguments and narrative trajectories of which
they are a part makes the truths established
by those lines of development mean
5
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something; it makes their impact, their
beauty, and their relevance easier to see and
to feel.
Mythology for Lewis was one of the
most
important
places
where
this
contribution of imagination to our ability to
grasp the meaning of true (or false)
propositions is seen. It is well known that for
Lewis myth was not the opposite of truth, as
it is in popular usage, but rather one way in
which truth can be conveyed or embodied.
Myth is not necessarily “lies breathed through
silver” (as the pre-conversion Lewis once
foolishly said to Tolkien), but can be “a real
though unfocused gleam of divine truth
falling on human imagination” (Tolkien 54;
Lewis, Miracles 139n.). Myth may then
convey these truths to the imaginations of
readers, who might then independently verify
them through reason and hence validly accept
them as true. Thus George MacDonald’s
modern mythic stories helped move Lewis in
the direction of Christian faith by giving a
meaning to the concept of holiness, even as
Lewis’s own stories have done for countless
readers since. The mythical quality of the
story refers in Lewis’s usage to its
meaningfulness rather than its truth or
falsehood as such, which must be established
on other grounds. Hence Lewis could without
contradiction refer to the New Testament
story of Jesus’ birth, death, and resurrection
as “myth become fact” (67).
Lewis is careful to use this language
correctly even in his fiction. “Long since on
Mars, and more strongly since he came to
Perelandra, Ransom had been perceiving that
the triple distinction of truth from myth and
both from fact was purely terrestrial—was
part and parcel of that unhappy division
between soul and body that resulted from the
Fall” (Perelandra 143-4, cf. “Myth Became
Fact” 66). Fact in this passage is the bit of
reality that truth is about; truth the account
that corresponds to that reality; myth the
story that allows us to taste the particular
tang of that fact (“Myth Became Fact” 66).
Ransom experiences in Perelandra the preanalytical unity that lies behind the
distinguished categories.

When one is inside a myth, in other
words—say, on Perelandra with Ransom—
one experiences the unified reality from
which all three flow. When talking about that
experience later, one has perforce to use the
distinguished language, and Lewis does so
consistently. He was doing so even in his
earliest Christian fiction: “Child, if you will, it
is mythology. It is but truth, not fact; an
image, not the very real” (Regress 171). A
true statement about reality is not reality; not
even a mythical statement is reality; but it
may be true nonetheless, i.e., it may
correspond to that reality in a faithful
manner. Because the meaningful creating
and sustaining acts of a personal, purposeful,
and rational God are the ultimate source of all
reality, there is indeed a real unity between
fact and truth, and between both and myth,
the most meaningful statement of truth.
Wolfe captures it well: “Ransom’s education
has led him to see that it is not merely the
idyllic worlds of Malacandra and Perelandra
which are ‘mythological,’ but that reality
itself, when perceived truly, is as dense with
meaning as myth” (Wolfe 68). And some of
this meaning may be stated propositionally,
and some of those propositions may be
confirmed by Reason as true.
Lewis then embraces the traditional
and standard correspondence theory of truth
and enriches it by relating truth to
imagination and myth. Truth is a property of
accounts or propositions such that their
assertions
correspond
with
reality.
Imagination is the organ of meaning, the
antecedent condition of truth or falsehood,
i.e., of the meaningfulness of those accounts
claiming to be true or false. Reason, which
distinguishes and discerns correspondence or
non-correspondence
(between
those
propositions and each other, between them
and reality) and pursues their implications, is
the organ of truth. Myth is a story that
enables the imagination to receive and taste
ways of seeing the world that reason can then
confirm as true or false.
This view of truth, traditional and
standard, was already under attack in Lewis’s
6
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own day, and that attack has only intensified
since. How did he defend it?
THE DEFENSE OF TRUTH

Above we raised the question
whether a view of truth can itself be true. It is
time to see how Lewis answered that
question in the case of the correspondence
theory of truth. He gives two basic reasons
why we should accept the correspondence
theory of truth as true. First, it cannot be
denied without self contradiction. Second, it
corresponds to the way in which people do in
fact come to true knowledge about the world.
Lewis advanced the argument from
self contradiction in many ways and in many
contexts. The most well known and fully
developed place is the chapter of Miracles
originally titled “The Self Contradiction of the
Naturalist.” Attempts to answer technical
objections raised by Elizabeth Anscombe
when the argument was presented at the
Oxford Socratic Club caused the water in that
chapter to be muddied a bit in later editions,
with the title changing to the “Cardinal
Difficulty” of Naturalism. Either way, the
argument is that Naturalism must itself be
false because it participates in the inevitable
self-refutation of all views that entail radical
skepticism. (See Reppert for a fine history
and evaluation of the Anscombe debate.)
A good summation of the argument
appears in the essay “De Futilitate”:
Can we carry through to the end the
view that human thought is merely
human: that it is simply a zoological
fact about homo sapiens that he thinks
in a certain way; that it in no way
reflects . . . universal reality? The
moment we ask this question we
receive a check. We are at this very
point asking whether a certain view of
human thought is true. And the view in
question is just the view that human
thought is not true, not a reflection of
reality. . . . In other words, we are
asking, “Is the thought that no thoughts
are true, itself true?” If we answer Yes,
we contradict ourselves. . . . There is

therefore no question of a total
skepticism about human thought. (“De
Futilitate” 60-61)

If true statements do not correspond to real
states of affairs in the external world, if they
are not “reflections of reality,” then the very
claim that truth is not a reflection of reality
does not correspond to the way things
actually are either, and thus it self-destructs.
This is so whether the reason why we
allegedly cannot know that some statements
accurately reflect reality is the physical
determinism entailed by naturalism (Lewis’s
opponent in Miracles), the cynicism of the
Greek sophists, or the linguistic solipsism of
Post-Modern Deconstructionists.
Lewis’s usual foil was naturalism. If
Nature is all that there is, then the laws of
physics—not the laws of logic—determine
everything. The thoughts I am having are
mere chemical reactions taking place in my
head, determined solely by the movements of
atoms set in random motion by purposeless
and unintelligent processes ages ago. But,
then, so are the thoughts of the person who
disagrees with me. “What we called his
thought was essentially a phenomenon of the
same sort as his other secretions—the form
which the vast irrational process of nature
was bound to take at a particular point of
space and time” (“Religion without Dogma”
136). Who is to decide between these two
chemical reactions? A third chemical reaction
produced by the same random, purposeless
processes? This takes us nowhere. So Lewis
quotes J. B. S. Haldane: “If my mental
processes are determined wholly by the
motions of atoms in my brain, I have no
reason to suppose that my beliefs are true . . .
and hence I have no reason for supposing my
brain to be composed of atoms” (Miracles 22).
Lewis agreed. If naturalism were true, it
would be have to be false. For if it is true,
then
All our present thoughts are mere
accidents—the accidental by-product of
the movement of atoms. And this holds
for the thoughts of the materialists and
astronomers as well as for anyone
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else’s. But if their thoughts—i.e., of
Materialism
and
Astronomy—are
merely accidental by-products, whey
should we believe them to be true? I
see no reason for believing that one
accident should be able to give me a
correct account of all the other
accidents. (“Answers” 52-3)

It follows then that

At least one kind of thought—logical
thought—cannot be subjective and
irrelevant to the real universe: for
unless thought is valid we have no
reason to believe in the real universe. . .
. I conclude then that logic is a real
insight into the way in which real
things have to exist. In other words,
the laws of thought are the laws of
things. (“De Futilitate” 63)

That thought be logical is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition of truth that is
known to be truth. A proposition that
someone holds may just happen to be true; it
may be true by luck. But unless it has a
logical basis, we cannot know it to be true.
And a proposition may be logically consistent
or coherent without corresponding to
external reality. To maintain a belief in
knowable truth, in other words, we must have
more than logic but cannot have less. Thus
we can be certain that “No account of the
universe can be true unless that account
leaves it possible for our thinking to be a real
insight” (Miracles 20).
The correspondence theory of truth
itself then is not only logically consistent; it is
logically necessary if there is to be any
knowable truth at all.
Furthermore, it
matches the way people actually come to
discover and hold truth. How do we actually
come to know truth? The additional element
that we have to add to logic is experience.
There is a real New York that transcends any
of our perceptions of New York (the New
York “in my own head” that we saw above)
and is capable of correcting those perceptions
and adjudicating between them. If we do not

know which picture of the city is more
accurate, we can go and look.
But can we really? Post-Modern
theory argues that we cannot step outside of
our perceptions to experience the New York
an sich because the perception we receive
through experience is itself mediated through
our background, our beliefs, our language,
and our situatedness. There is no such thing
as uninterpreted experience; any experience
to which we might appeal has already been
interpreted, so that there is no “God’s eye
view” from which our perceptions can be
evaluated and no final conclusion that can be
reached about what reality is in itself outside
our perceptions. As Derrida famously put it,
“There is nothing outside the text.”
Was Lewis then caught in a naïve
Modernism so that his appeals to reason and
experience are simply passé? He never had
the opportunity to respond to thinkers like
Derrida, of course. But he was confronted by
earlier forms of cultural and epistemological
relativism, and so we can easily imagine what
his response might have been.
Radical
skepticism is no less self refuting when it is
based on clever theories about language than
when it is based on philosophical or scientific
naturalism. It cannot be true without
untruthing itself; therefore, it cannot be true.
In the case of Post-Modern forms of this
sophistry, Lewis might have noted the
prevalence of reductionistic thinking. The
demonstration that we cannot avoid having
our thinking influenced by our language, race,
gender, class, etc., is mysteriously elevated
(while no one is looking) into the conclusion
that our thinking must perforce be
determined by those influences. The fact that
we normally define language by using other
language is extrapolated into the theory that
language only refers to other language and
has no ability to refer to anything outside of
language. But as Smith points out,
Language . . . is the only means we have
of making truth claims. Likewise, it is
the only means we have of debating the
veracity of such claims. Unless we wish
to give over the entire business of
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making and challenging claims to truth,
we must accept the referentiality of
language, metaphoricity and all.
Otherwise, we must be ready to admit
that statements such as “Metaphor is
nonreferential” do not refer to anything
except themselves.
Such would
probably be the starting point of any
defense Lewis might make of the
referentiality of metaphor. (22).

Can the real New York ever, even
potentially, break through all these influences
to smack us in the face with reality? Our
experience tells us that, whatever the dictates
of Theory to the contrary may be, in fact it
can, if we just step out of the ivory tower into
the street.
Lewis’s attitude toward
experience, and toward the external world
which provides us with those experiences, is
therefore quite refreshing compared to the
suffocating claustrophobia of much current
thinking:
What I like about experience is that it is
such an honest thing. You may take any
number of wrong turnings; but keep
your eyes open and you will not be
allowed to go very far before the
warning signs appear. You may have
deceived yourself, but experience is not
trying to deceive you. The universe
rings true wherever you fairly test it.
(Surprised 177)

Truth then is a property of
propositions such that they correspond to
real states of affairs in a real world. We hold
to this view because to deny it is self refuting
and because reality rewards us in the search
for truth in such terms when we approach it
fairly. One must assume these truths even to
argue against them. And the best response to
those theories that seem to compromise or
deny them is not just counter-theorizing, but
stepping outside of the ivory tower into the
street to allow the real New York to do its
work.

THE RELEVANCE OF TRUTH
Lewis not only expounds the
correspondence theory of truth, enriches it by
relating it to imagination as well as reason,
and defends it successfully; he also has a lot
to say about its implications for life and
thought.
First, if we are confident in the
existence of truth and the ability of human
minds to know it, we are liberated from
chronological snobbery. We are freed from
the provincialism of the biases of our own age
to become citizens of history and receive
truth from any mind in any time, not just
those who share the perspectives of our own
limited “situatedness.” “Space does not stink
because it has preserved its three dimensions
from the beginning. The square of the
hypotenuse has not gone mouldy by
continuing to equal the square of the other
two sides” (“Poison” 76). Truth becomes
something we can find and hold on to. Only if
it is reduced to perspective does it change
into something else by the mere passage of
time.
Second, it is impossible fully to
understand human nature or to seek its
fulfillment without a robust understanding of
the nature of truth and confidence in its
reality. In The Abolition of Man, human
beings are those creatures who live not by
instinct but by understanding of the Tao.
Lewis agreed with Aristotle that all men
naturally desire to know: “One of the things
that distinguishes man from the other
animals is that he wants to know things,
wants to find out what reality is like, simply
for the sake of knowing. When that desire is
completely quenched in anyone, I think he
has become something less than human”
(“Man or Rabbit?” 108).
A human being divorced from the
quest for truth is less than human because
human beings were created in the image of
the God of truth, for fellowship with the God
of truth, which entails not just the knowledge
but also the embracing of truth and the
rejection of the lie. This fact makes our
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orientation toward truth a matter not just of
fulfillment but of moral obligation.
When Professor Price defended
scientists, speaking of their devotion to
truth and their constant following of
the best light they knew, it seemed to
him that he was choosing an attitude in
obedience to an ideal. He did not feel
that he was merely suffering a reaction
determined by ultimately amoral and
irrational sources, and no more capable
of rightness or wrongness than a hiccup
or a sneeze. (“Religion without Dogma”
137)

Lewis approves of this stance, even though
Price may not have realized that his attitude
ultimately flows from the relation of the
creature to the Creator who is the God of
truth. It is the duty of true humanity to feel
this way: “Every free man wants truth as well
as life: . . . a mere life-addict is no more
respectable than a cocaine addict” (Miracles
24).
Therefore, to acquiesce in the mere
freeplay of perspectives rather than pursuing
the search for truth is to betray the purpose
for which our minds were created. In a
passage that prophetically anticipates a PostModern buzz word, the liberal bishop in The
Great Divorce is warned, “Thirst was made for
water; inquiry for truth. What you now call
the free play of inquiry has neither more nor
less to do with the ends for which intelligence
was given you than masturbation has to do
with marriage” (44). The choice of metaphor
is not only daring but telling. Truth was
intended to be experienced not just as an
intellectual abstraction but as a participation
in reality that has union with the ultimate
Reality, the Source of all reality, as its end.
The rejection of truth is finally a rejection of
that union, a form of spiritual adultery. Every
philosophy that reduces truth to merely a
subjective mind state dehumanizes us and
cuts us off not only from God, but from all that
is good and real. As the George MacDonald
character in The Great Divorce explains,
“Every state of mind, left to itself, every
shutting up of the creature within the

dungeon of his own mind—is, in the end, Hell.
But Heaven is not a state of mind. Heaven is
reality itself” (Great Divorce 69). The Dwarfs
in The Last Battle, clinging to the stable-litter
of their minds, are a graphic picture of this
epistemological captivity.
Flowing from all this is a third point:
Seeking and finding and embracing the truth
is not a matter just of intellectual curiosity
but of moral and spiritual life and death. The
importance of truth cannot be overstated in
this view. And because truth flows from the
creative decrees of the spiritual God who
created the material world, the true
propositions whose embrace is so crucial to
us correspond not just to physical reality but
to the unseen realities, to morals and values,
as well. This means that, as in the argument
of The Abolition of Man, morals and values are
objective realities, not just subjective feelings
or perspectives. Therefore, “Unless we return
to the crude and nursery-like belief in
objective values, we perish” (“Poison” 81).
The most critical truth to be
embraced or refused is of course the truth
about the God from whom the world of reality
flows. Every person therefore has a moral
obligation to consider the claims of the
Christian faith very seriously—whether or
not he or she sees any immediate pragmatic
benefit in holding those beliefs. This above all
is not a merely academic discussion.
Christianity claims to give you an
account of facts—to tell you what the
real universe is like. Its account of the
universe may be true, or it may not, and
once the question is really before you,
then your natural inquisitiveness must
make you want to know the answer. If
Christianity is untrue, then no honest
man will want to believe it, however
helpful it might be; if it is true, every
honest man will want to believe it, even
if it gives him no help at all. (“Man or
Rabbit?” 108-9)

Truth comes before any use we might
make of it, and we find it only when we
recognize that fact. “If you look for truth, you
may find comfort in the end. If you look for
10
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comfort, you will not get either comfort or
truth—only soft soap and wishful thinking to
begin with, and in the end, despair” (Mere
Christianity 39). Though the search for truth
is a value in itself that supersedes any
pragmatic benefit that might come from
finding it, there is of course pragmatic benefit
to knowing and embracing the truth: comfort,
perhaps, and more important things besides.
“If Christianity should happen to be true, then
it is quite impossible that those who know
this truth and those who don’t should be
equally well equipped for leading a good life”
(“Man or Rabbit?” 109).
But there is
something even greater at stake than how
good a life we might lead:
Here is a door, behind which, according
to some people, the secret of the
universe is waiting for you. Either
that’s true, or it isn’t. And if it isn’t,
then what the door really conceals is
simply the greatest fraud, the most
colossal “sell,” on record.
Isn’t it
obviously the job of every man (that is
a man and not a rabbit) to try to find
out which, and then to devote his full
energies either to serving this
tremendous secret or to exposing and
destroying this gigantic humbug?
(“Man or Rabbit?” 112)

Lewis devoted his life to “serving this
tremendous secret,” to living, explaining, and
defending the Christian faith. The fourth
implication of Lewis’s view of truth as he
develops it is what it means for living the
Christian life. To believe in truth and take it
seriously is to make the quest for truth
paramount not only in deciding to become a
Christian, but also in those decisions one
makes because one is a Christian—for
example, the choice of a church or a
denomination. Applying his analogy of the
church as a house with its hall and rooms,
Lewis advises, “Above all you should be
asking which door is the true one; not which
pleases you best by its paint and paneling. In
plain language, the question should never be:
‘Do I like that kind of service?’ but ‘Are these
doctrines true?’” (Mere Christianity 12).

If truth is central to what Christianity
is, then we have to understand the central
Christian act—belief—in terms of our
concept of truth. Faith becomes something
oriented to truth, a stance one takes toward
the truth. If this is so, it becomes harder to
think of faith as a primarily emotional
response, or as unrelated to specific
propositions about God and the world, or as
the inclination to affirm as true propositions
that would otherwise not commend
themselves as such. Faith is trust in a Person
which causes us, not merely to acknowledge,
but to embrace as true, those ideas and facts
about that Person which we have come to
believe (in Lewis’s case, on what he thought
were good grounds) that He has revealed to
us. Faith adds the emotional and personal
element of trust and commitment to what
would otherwise be a merely notional
relationship to those propositions. That is
why Lewis can say, “I define Faith as the
power of continuing to believe what we once
honestly thought to be true until cogent
reasons for honestly changing our minds are
brought before us” (“Religion: Reality or
Substitute?” 42). He devotes an entire essay,
“On Obstinacy in Belief,” to explaining this
relational element as the reason why the
Christian’s belief, once established, does not
waver with “every fluctuation of the apparent
evidence” (29). For one who holds Lewis’s
classical view of truth, then, faith is
something that is more than propositional
and evidential, but it can never be less.
Faith then is a stance toward certain
propositions seen in relation to the Person
who is believed to have revealed them, which
embraces them as true not as a matter of
opinion but of trust and commitment. The
lack of evidence is not what constitutes this
stance as belief or faith rather than
knowledge. Lewis (and many others) have
thought the evidence quite good. But the fact
that the particular relationship to which these
beliefs lead and which they nurture is the
rather overwhelming and life-changing one of
creature to Creator, sinner to Savior, and
servant to absolute Sovereign—a relationship
infinitely satisfying to many who embrace it
11
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but daunting enough in prospect to have
caused Lewis to describe his conversion as
being dragged kicking and screaming into the
Kingdom—means that there is a lot more
going on than the mere disinterested perusal
of evidence. There are many more sources
for doubt than lack of irrefutable evidence.
So Lewis can see faith as the support of
reason as much as the other way around:
Religion may win truths; without Faith
she will retain them just so long as
Satan pleases. . . . If we wish to be
rational, not now and then, but
constantly, we must pray for the gift of
Faith, for the power to go on believing
not in the teeth of reason but in the
teeth of lust and terror and jealousy
and boredom and indifference that
which reason, authority, or experience,
or all three, have once delivered to us
for truth.
(“Religion: Reality or
Substitute” 43)

Truth then for the Christian is a
serious intellectual matter that can never be
only intellectual. It is at the heart of our
created humanity and of its fulfillment in
relationship to its Creator. In a healthy and
whole human being, truth simultaneously
informs the intellect, inspires the emotions,
and energizes the will. Lewis would have
understood Bacon:
The inquiry of truth, which is the
lovemaking or wooing of it, the
knowledge of truth, which is the
presence of it, and the belief of truth,
which is the enjoying of it, is the
sovereign good of human nature. . . .
Certainly it is heaven upon earth to
have a man’s mind move in charity, rest
in providence, and turn upon the poles
of truth. (Bacon 40)

It is not just reason and imagination that are
unified by Lewis’s holistic view of truth; it is
head and heart, being and doing, and every
other aspect of our humanity as well. That
unity is well expressed by Lewis’s final bit of
advice: “A man can’t always be defending the
truth; there must be a time to feed on it”

(Reflections 7). In his fiction, his poetry, and
his expository writing, Lewis helps us to do
just that.
CONCLUSION

C. S. Lewis’s exposition of truth, its
nature, its grounds, and its implications, is
increasingly a voice crying in a wilderness of
radical perspectivalism. Various forms of
reductionism today conspire to render truth
claims nothing more than subjective
responses and cynical power plays. Sadly, so
pervasive is this way of thinking, so cloaked
in the robes of academic sophistication and
respectability, that even some Christians have
inconsistently acquiesced in such views and
helped to perpetuate them. Lewis can help us
see what is at stake as well as provide a
roadmap back to sanity.
The materialist reductionism Lewis
battled is still with us. Reppert, for example,
critiques thinkers like Patricia Churchland
who think that evolutionary explanations of
the nervous system render the concept of
truth otiose: “Either truth is our highest
epistemic goal and there is a state of the
person called ‘believing truly,’ or else we have
no epistemic goal and we can engage in
various cognitive projects without being held
to an absolute standard by which those
projects can be judged” (77).
To that
materialist reductionism have now been
added other forms of cultural and linguistic
reductionism with similar or even more
deadly effects. Edwards notes,
Some recent composition theorists
have come to view their task as
stripping away the illusions that
language can capture and bear witness
to “truth” or “reality.” . . . The purpose
of writing instruction under the new
literacy regimes is to prepare the
writer to recognize and inhabit the
world of “truths” that he himself
creates, as opposed to the world of
truths he might discover outside
himself. . . . Lewis would regard these
views as a retreat to a Gnosticism that
not only does not shield humankind
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from manipulation or error, but instead
guarantees error by undermining the
ontological status of knowledge and
belief. (103)

Those who still aspire to the
wholeness of an examined life and connection
to a reality greater than themselves will find
in Lewis a stout defender of the legitimacy
and necessity of that quest, and an
experienced guide to lead us in it. Is truth
when we find it in the world a reflection of
God’s mind, goodness of His character, and
beauty of His glory, impressed into the very
fabric of what He has made? C. S. Lewis not
only explains why we should think so; he lets
us taste and see.
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Nothing Can Come between God and You:
Uncle Tom’s Cabin, George MacDonald and Shusaku Endo
Miho Yamaguchi
Kurume University

Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Uncle
Tom’s Cabin (1852) urges every
individual to “feel right” and be “in
harmony with the sympathies of Christ”
(Uncle Tom’s Cabin, hereafter UT, 404-05).
This novel is an ever-lasting treasure that
continues to speak to the conscience of
21st-century readers. I find that some of
its episodes and theological ideas are
close to those of George MacDonald and
Shusaku Endo. It is not unlikely that
MacDonald and Endo read Uncle Tom’s
Cabin, considering the worldwide
popularity of the book. It appears that
they pondered and sympathized with the
focus and messages of its story line—and
subsequently developed and reflected its
ideas, episodes, and also its titling
technique in their own writings.
All
three
authors
depict
characters who cry to God from the depth
of agony. They had gone through such
experiences themselves, and they also
deeply sympathized with the suffering of
their fellow men. The focus that the three
authors share concerns God’s apparent
absence when people suffer extremely
and God appears to be silent. They
further study ways that God reveals
Himself in the lives of those who cry out
to Him when they feel too weak to carry
their own crosses. By shedding light on
these issues, they provide their
interpretations of the Atonement and
God’s glory—and their interpretations
correspond.

The books that I take up in the
argument are MacDonald’s Thomas
Wingfold, Curate (1876), What’s Mine’s
Mine (1886), David Elginbrod (1863),
There and Back (1891), Endo’s Silence
[Chinmoku] (1966), Women’s Life [Onnano
Issho]: Part II, Sachiko’s Case (1982),
When
I
Whistle
[Kuchibuewo
Fukutoki](1974), The Woman I Deserted
[Watashiga Suteta Onna] (1963), and
others.
The Atonement in Uncle Tom’s Cabin

The title character in Uncle Tom’s
Cabin, a slave, is first owned by Shelby
and then by Mr. St. Clare, both of whom
are comparatively kind to Tom and other
slaves. St. Clare intends to free Tom
because St. Clare’s daughter, Evangeline,
pleaded with him to do so before her
death. However, before this is officially
accomplished, St. Clare dies, and Tom is
sold to a cruel plantation owner, Simon
Legree.
On Legree’s plantation, slaves are
so oppressed that they are unable to take
care of or even care about one another.
They are only trying to survive each day
without hope. Tom brings love to the
place by doing acts of love, first by
grinding corn for the wearied women
slaves. “It was a new kind of work
there,—a deed of charity, small as it was;
but it woke an answering touch in their
hearts” (UT 317).
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Tom’s manifest compassion for
his fellow sufferers aggravates Legree, so
he persistently persecutes Tom and beats
him. Despairing fellow slaves tell Tom
that God is not there with them, and Tom
repeatedly ponders the tortured question:
“Is God HERE?” (UT 318); “Lord Jesus!
have you quite forgot us poor critturs?”
(UT 329).
Raising such questions,
however, does not indicate that Tom was
losing his faith in God; on the contrary,
Tom grows closer and closer to God
through this struggle in seeking Him.
(The positive interpretation of such
process is shared by MacDonald and
Endo.1)
When a fellow slave, Cassy, tells
him that nobody can avoid becoming
cruel in their situation, and that God will
not blame them—but will charge it to
those who drove them to it, Tom answers:

Therefore, “he would crush back to his
soul bitter thoughts,—that it was vain to
serve God, that God had forgotten him”
(UT 356).
Legree tries to persuade him to
throw away his belief and “join [his]
church” (UT 356), with the suggestion
that he would treat him better if he did so.
He tells Tom that “the Lord an’t going to
help” him, but Tom answers, “The Lord
may help me, or not help; but I’ll hold to
him, and believe him to the last!” (UT
356). Tom’s “hand of faith” was holding
on to God, but “it was with a numb,
despairing grasp” (UT 357).
Then
suddenly, a vision of Christ “crowned with
thorns, buffeted and bleeding” rises
before him, and as he gazes in awe, the
thorns become “rays of glory, and in
splendor,” He bends “compassionately
towards him” (UT 357) and says:

The above suggests that the salvation
Tom wants is not salvation from
punishment—but
salvation
from
wickedness (sinfulness) itself. Struck by
his words, Cassy agrees to read from the
Bible for Tom, who cannot read, and they
come to a passage: “Father forgive them,
for they know not what they do” (UT 32930). Then Tom ejaculates, “If we only
could keep up to that ar’! [ . . . ] O blessed
Lord Jesus, do help us!” (UT 330).
Tom endures violence bravely—it
is rather when he returns to regular field
work that his faith gets shaken. Around
him, he sees “souls crushed and ruined,
evil triumphant and God silent” (UT 354).
Tom knows that St. Clare’s sister, “Miss
Ophelia,” wrote to Mrs. Shelby asking that
Tom be redeemed. Mrs. Shelby and her
son George had promised to buy him back
someday, so he prays and waits in this
vague hope day after day, but in vain.

From this time, “an ever-present Saviour
hallowed [Tom’s heart] as a temple,” and
Tom’s will is now “entirely merged in the
Divine” (UT 358).
After this, when Legree beats
Tom, “the blows [fall] now only on the
outer man, and not, as before, on the
heart” (UT 359), and Legree understands
that it is “God who [is] standing between
him and his victim” (UT 360). Tom keeps
on helping and encouraging the fellow
slaves while he bears the torture without
“uttering a word of reviling,” and he
begins “to have a strange power over
them” (UT 360).
One night, Cassy confides to Tom
her plan to kill Legree in order to avenge
his offenses against her and also to escape
from the farm, together with another
slave girl. She asks Tom to join them in
the murder and the escape. Tom stops
the murder with all his might and
exclaims, “The dear, blessed Lord never

“Yes [. . . ] but that won’t keep us
from growing wicked. If I get to be
[wicked], it won’t make much odds
to me how I come so; it’s the bein’
so,—that ar’s what I’m a dreadin’.”
(UT 329)

“He that overcometh shall sit down
with me on my throne, even as I
also overcame, and am set down
with my Father on his throne.”
(UT 357)

3

Nothing Can Come between God and You · Miho Yamaguchi

shed no blood but his own, and that he
poured out for us when we was enemies.
Lord, help us to follow his steps and love
our enemies” (UT 362). Cassy retorts,
“love such enemies! It isn’t in flesh and
blood” (UT 362). Then Tom asserts: “No,
Misse, it isn’t, but He gives it to us, and
that’s the victory” (UT 362).
Cassy and her friend succeed in
escaping from the farm without
committing murder. Then Legree makes
other slaves, Quimbo and Sambo, beat up
Tom so that he would tell him where the
fugitives are. Legree means to kill him if
he does not yield. Tom says to him, “if
taking every drop of blood in this poor old
body would save your precious soul, I’d
give ‘em freely, as the Lord gave his for
me” (UT 376); “I forgive ye, with all my
soul!” (UT 377). He also forgives Quimbo
and Sambo, and they weep and repent.
Tom says “I’d be wiling to bar’ all I have, if
it’ll only bring ye to Christ!” (UT 378).
Tom shares the Will of Jesus in
loving and forgiving his enemies. Tom’s
will merged in the Divine—this is the
At-one-ment and God’s glory as depicted
in Uncle Tom’s Cabin.
The Atonement
Depicted by MacDonald

In MacDonald’s Thomas Wingfold,
Curate, the title character’s mentor,
Polwarth, tells Wingfold about his
spiritual pilgrimage. Polwarth had been
persecuted because of his deformity since
childhood, and he says that he realized
one day that the same kind of prejudice
and meanness he found in others were
still within him as well. He says:
“I discovered that I looked down on
people whom I thought less clever
than myself. Once I caught myself
scorning a young fellow to whose
disadvantage I knew nothing,
except that God had made him
handsome enough for a woman.”

(Thomas Wingfold, Curate, hereafter
TWC, 85)

He realized that his problem was not his
deformity—but the sinfulness of his
heart. Then he imagined that God was
angry with him for his sins.
Sometime after that, a little boy
mocked him, and Polwarth became angry
and caught him. However, as soon as he
saw the horror in the boy’s face,
Polwarth’s heart melted—and he tried to
comfort him. The boy did not understand
this compassion, and he “fled headlong
into the pond” to escape (TWC 86).
One evening, Polwarth was
remembering the above incident, and in
his imagination he was eagerly trying to
persuade the boy that he “meant well and
friendlily towards him” (TWC 86). Then
“the sweetest, gentlest, most refreshing
little waft of air came in at the window
and just went being, hardly moving, over
my forehead,” and the thought came to
him:
“What if I misunderstood God the
same
way
the
boy
had
misunderstood me!” (TWC 86)

Consequently, he read the Bible
with a fresh eye, and when he came to the
passage that Jesus “shall save his people
from their sins,” he “fell on his knees”
(TWC 87). He says:
“I did not for a moment imagine
that to be saved from my sins meant
to be saved from the punishment of
them. That would have been no
glad tidings to me.” (TWC 87)

Polwarth echoes Uncle Tom—they both
wish to be saved from their sins, not from
punishment.
This belief is also suggested in
MacDonald’s novel, What’s Mine’s Mine. A
young Scotsman, Ian, finds that his
mother cares “more about salvation than
about God” (What’s Mine’s Mine, hereafter
WMM, 98). Wishing to enlighten his
mother, Ian tells her about his dream or
4
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vision. Ian actually had lived in Moscow
for some time, and while there, one night
he went out to the woods to kill wolves
because they had killed livestock—and
even some villagers. He sat in a tree and
waited for them. After a while, he fell
asleep, and he dreamed that he became
awake, and saw a little girl running for
her life in the wood. Somehow, he
realized that her terror was not for
herself, but for him. Ian tried to help her,
but she ran away shaking her head, and
he heard wolves howling in pursuit of her.
Ian ran after the girl and the wolves and
found the girl sitting in a tree. She did not
seem afraid anymore and her smile was
radiating a light. However, Ian felt that
“she was not in safety yet” (WMM 103).
He killed some wolves and got to the tree,
and as soon as he took her in his arms, he
woke up. Then, he found that in reality
wolves had gathered under his tree and
were howling like devils, and he thought
that their deliverance lay in death alone.
Ian shot as many wolves as he could, and
when his ammunition was gone, he
waited for the morning.
Eventually, he dreamed another
dream. He was sitting in the tree with the
shining girl, and below it were the
howling wolves. He realized that she was
his “own soul,” and that the wolves were
“all the wrong things [he] had in [him],
and all the wrong things [he] had done,
with all the weaknesses and evil
tendencies of [his] nature, whether [his]
by fault or by inheritance” (WMM 104).
Then “[s]uddenly [his] soul was gone”
(WMM 104), and he felt that he “was left
and lost” “in the waste of [his] own being”
(WMM 105). He “was at once everything
and nothing” (WMM 105). He cried to
God in utter despair, and then “a great
quiet fell upon [him]—but a quiet as of
utter defeat and helplessness” (WMM
105). He continues:
[T]he quiet and the helplessness
melted away into a sense of God—a
feeling as if great space all about me

was God and not emptiness. Wolf
nor sin could touch me! I was a
wide peace—my very being peace!
(WMM 105)

Then the words came to his mind: “‘I,
even I, am he that comforteth thee. I am
God, thy saviour!’” (WMM 105). Ian
continues, “Whereas I had seemed all
alone, I was with God, the only withness
man can really share!” (WMM 105). The
narrator goes on to say that this is “a
vision [ . . . ] of the atonement” (WMM
105).
Ian’s coming to recognize the
wolves as symbolic of his own sins
corresponds with the above seen
Polwarth episode. They both came to see
that sins in others could not really harm
them, and that what they need to fight
against is the sins of their own.
As to why the girl turned out to be
Ian’s own soul and why Ian failed to
secure her, the narrator does not explain.
The episode suggests that no matter how
hard one may try to get rid of one’s
“wolves” (sins), it is impossible to
eliminate all of them, and one cannot
really rescue one’s own soul. All of us
would find ourselves powerless, and fall
into utter despair, as if God were not
present with us to help. However, God
reveals Himself, and fills us with His
peace. Then, we realize that God is, and
has been with us—loving and helping, and
the “wolves” (sins) cannot come between
God and us; and that this togetherness
with Him—the At-one-ment—is life itself.
The above belief concerning Atone-ment agrees with MacDonald’s theme
in David Elginbrod: that the wall between
God and each person is built by us—not
by God, and that when we begin to tear
down the wall, we realize that from God’s
perspective there has never been a barrier,
and that He was with us and loving us even
before we turned back to Him. Similarly,
Jesus’ own story known as the “prodigal
son” shows the father of the wayward son
faithfully watching for him and running to
5

Nothing Can Come between God and You · Miho Yamaguchi

him the first moment he appears on the
horizon. When we glimpse the enormity
of God’s love, we begin to share God’s will
in loving and forgiving; and this is the
meaning of the At-one-ment. (See “God Is
Impartial: Frankenstein and MacDonald,”
Inklings Forever, VII, 179-86.)
Corresponding with the above
idea that the barrier to be taken away by
repentance is not built by God but by men,
MacDonald asserts in the following
passage from Unspoken Sermons that we
are to be reconciled to God, not God is to
us:
I believe in the atonement, call it
the a-tone-ment, or the at-onement, as you please. I believe that
Jesus Christ is our atonement; that
through him we are reconciled to,
made one with God. There is not
one word in the New Testament
about reconciling God to us; it is we
that have to be reconciled to God. [ .
. . ] Has not his very life by which he
died passed into those who have
received him, and re-created theirs,
so that now they live with the life
which alone is life? Did he not foil
and slay evil by letting all the waves
and billows of its horrid sea break
upon him, go over him, and die
without rebound—spend their
rage, fall defeated, and cease?
Verily, he made atonement! [ . . . ]
Jesus sacrificed himself to his father
and the children to bring them
together—all the love on the side of
the Father and the Son, all the
selfishness on the side of the
children. (Unspoken Sermons 53638)

Furthermore, in the above wolf
episode, Ian adds that he “heard
afterwards that a child had been killed”
by wolves “in the earlier part of that same
night” (WMM 104). However, the story
does not refer to the child’s death any
more, and MacDonald leaves its
interpretation
to
the
readers’

imagination. To me, the episode suggests
that when a person dies, whatever the
seeming cause of death may be—wolves,
sickness,
accidents,
murder,
or
anything—it cannot really affect the
person’s life, for nothing can come
between God and the person. That all the
time—before, during, and after death—
s/he exists in togetherness with God.
That even if someone should fancy that he
is victimizing another person, in reality,
he has no power over another creature;
no tyrant or murderer on earth ever had
power over any life that God created.
The above idea corresponds with
the belief expressed in Uncle Tom’s
Cabin—Whatever Legree does in trying to
enslave Tom’s soul, it only helps Tom to
see that God is all in all. Legree can never
victimize Tom—because God stands
between them.
How God Helps the Weaker Ones
in Endo’s Silence

In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, Tom says to
Cassy, “Sufferin’ an’t no reason to make us
think the Lord’s turned agin us; but jest
the contrary, if only we hold on to him,
and doesn’t give up to sin” (UT 330).
Cassy retorts, “You must give up, or be
killed by inches” (UT 330). Tom answers,
“Well, then, I will die! . . . I’m clar, I’m set!
I know the Lord’ll help me, and bring me
through” (UT 330). Then Cassy says,
“May be it’s the way, [ . . . ] but those that
have given up, there’s no hope for
them!—none!” (UT 330).
Later in the story, as mentioned
earlier, Cassy asks Tom to escape with
her. Then Tom says:
“No, [. . . ] the Lord’s given me a
work among these yer poor souls,
and I’ll stay with ’em and bear my
cross with ‘em till the end. It’s
different with you; it’s a snare to
you,—it’s more ’n you can stand,—
and you’d better go, if you can.” (UT
363)
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Consequently, as we have seen, Cassy
finds the way to escape without resorting
to violence, and she and her friend make
it to Canada. In the story, this is the way
God provides for the slaves who had not
grown as strong as Tom had.
However, some readers may
wonder what would become of a weaker
person who is persecuted and finds no
escape at all. Endo’s Silence takes up such
a case. A Catholic priest from Portugal,
Rodrigues, secretly comes to Japan during
the era of the 17th century when
Christianity was strictly forbidden in the
country, and Christians were severely
persecuted—often tortured to death in
the most cruel ways.
Rodrigues is welcomed and taken
care of by Christian farmers who secretly
keep their faith. Eventually, however,
Kichijiro, a fisherman from another
village who helped Rodrigues to meet the
farmers, betrays him to the authorities.
After being caught, Rodrigues is sent to
another place in a boat. Traveling on in
the dark sea at night, he passes by a
Christian village that was founded by his
predecessors during the time when
Christianity was officially permitted.
However, he finds that the place was
burned to the ground and the villagers
were driven away. Rodrigues asks God:
“Why have you abandoned us so
completely? [ . . . ] Even when the
people are cast out of their homes
have you not given them courage?
Have you just remained silent like
the darkness that surrounds me?
Why? At least tell me why. We are
not strong men like Job who was
afflicted with leprosy as a trial.
There is a limit to our endurance.
Give us no more suffering.”
(Silence 159)

Then, Kichijiro risks danger and comes to
Rodrigues and says:
“Father, forgive me! [ . . . ] I was
born weak. One who is weak at

heart cannot die a martyr. What am
I to do? Ah, why was I born into
[such a] world [as this] at all?”2
(Silence 259)

Rodrigues says the words of absolution
for Kichijiro, but “this prayer had not
come from the depths of his heart”
(Silence 260). He cannot help feeling
bitter, and he remembers the story of
Judas’ betrayal of Jesus.
Then he
wonders:
[If Jesus] was love itself, why had he
rejected Judas in the end? Judas
had hanged himself at the field of
blood; had he been cast aside to
sink down into eternal darkness?
(Silence 260)

In prison, Rodrigues keeps
rejecting the orders from the authorities
to renounce his faith. However, he learns
that in order to make him abandon his
faith, they are continuing to torture
several Japanese farmers—even after
they have renounced Christianity; they
will be tortured until he abandons his
faith! Rodrigues stands before “Fumie”:
the image of Christ carved on a plaque,
which people are made to step on to show
that they are not Christians. Rodrigues
thinks:
“Whenever I prayed your face
appeared before me; [ . . . ] when I
was captured your face as it
appeared when you carried your
cross gave me life. This face is
deeply ingrained in my soul—the
most beautiful, the most precious
thing in the world has been living in
my heart. And now with this foot I
am going to trample on it.”
(Silence 270)

Rodrigues steps on the image, and his foot
aches. Then Christ from the Fumie speaks
to him:
“Trample! Trample! I more than
anyone know of the pain in your
foot.
Trample! It was to be
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trampled on by men that I was born
into this world. It was to share
men’s pain that I carried my cross.”
(Silence 271)

After that, Rodrigues gets taken out of
prison and placed under house arrest.
Then sometime later, he realizes that it
was not against the Japanese officials that
he had fought—“Gradually he had come
to realize that it was against his own faith
that he had fought” (Silence 290). (This
corresponds with Mac-Donald’s above
wolf episode which suggests that what we
fight against is the sins in ourselves, not
our apparent external enemies. This also
corresponds with a passage from Uncle
Tom’s Cabin in which Tom says that
Legree did not really harm him but only
“opened the gate of the kingdom” (UT
381) for him. [This scene is discussed
later in this essay.])
Then Kichijiro comes again to
Rodrigues asking for absolution for his
sins. Rodrigues thinks that they both
trampled on the sacred image, and he
feels that Jesus is still “looking at [him]
with eyes of pity from the plaque rubbed
flat by many feet” (Silence 297). Jesus’
compassionate eyes say: “Trample! Your
foot suffers in pain; it must suffer like all
the feet that have stepped on this plaque.
But that pain alone is enough.
I
understand your pain and your suffering.
It is for that reason that I am here”
(Silence 297). Then Rodrigues speaks to
God in his heart—and he is answered.
“Lord, I resented your silence.”

“I was not silent. I suffered beside
you.”

“But you told Judas to go away:
What thou dost do quickly. What
happened to Judas?”

“I did not say that. Just as I told you
to step on the plaque, so I told Judas
to do what he was going to do. For
Judas was in anguish as you are
now.” (Silence 297)

Rodrigues tells Kichijiro that there
are “neither the strong nor the weak,” and
he gives him absolution and tells him to
“Go in peace!” (Silence 297-98). Rodrigues “loved Him now in a different way
from before. Everything that had taken
place until now had been necessary to
bring him to this love” (Silence 298). He
concludes:
“Our Lord was not silent. Even if he
was silent, my life until this day did
speak of him.3” (Silence 298)

God never deserts those who are
weak; He forgives everything, and He
suffers along with them. Through their
weakness, God’s infinite love is revealed
to them, and it awakens a new life in
them.
When you call to God desperately
and He seems silent, He speaks through
your life; He makes your very life His
words. In Silence, this is the way that
“[God’s] strength is made perfect in
weakness” [2 Corinthians 12:9] and that
“the works of God should be made
manifest in him” [John 9:3].
Concerning
Judas’
betrayal,
MacDonald echoes Endo in asserting that
“I believe that Jesus loved Judas even
when he was kissing him with the
traitor’s kiss; and I believe that he was his
Saviour still” (Unspoken Sermons 64).
MacDonald goes on to say that Christ’s
words about Judas that “It had been good
for that man if he had not been born”
were spoken because “it was all to try
over again, in some other way—inferior
perhaps, in some other world, in a lower
school” (Unspoken Sermons 64). MacDonald continues: “But I will not, cannot
believe, O my Lord, that thou wouldst not
forgive thy enemy, even when he
repented, and did thee right. Nor will I
believe that thy holy death was powerless
to save thy foe—that it could not reach to
Judas” (Unspoken Sermons 64-65).
MacDonald also writes in another
chapter:
8
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“I would I had never been born!”
must be the cry of Judas, not
because of the hell-fire around him,
but because he loathes the man that
betrayed his friend, the world’s
friend.
When a man loathes
himself, he has begun to be saved.
Punishment tends to this result.
Not for its own sake, not as a makeup for sin, not for divine revenge—
horrible word, not for any
satisfaction
to
justice,
can
punishment exist. Punishment is
for the sake of amendment and
atonement. God is bound by his
love to punish sin in order to
deliver his creature; he is bound by
his justice to destroy sin in his
creation. Love is justice—is the
fulfilling of the law, for God as well
as for his children. [ . . . ] He is
bound in himself to make up for
wrong done by his children, and he
can do nothing to make up for
wrong done but by bringing about
the repentance of the wrong-doer.
(Unspoken Sermons 513-14)
Father Kolbe’s Episode
in Endo’s Women’s Life

Another Endo episode sheds light
on the topic of weaker people.
In
Women’s Life: Part II, Sachiko’s Case, Endo
presents an episode based on the true
story of Father Maksymilian Kolbe, who
sacrificed his own life to save another
captive at Auschwitz. This episode seems
to reflect the Uncle Tom’s episode in
which Cassy tells Tom that people there
cannot afford to help others, and that “the
Lord never visits these parts” (UT 322).
In Sachiko’s Case, an inmate, Henrick, says
to Kolbe that he does not believe in
heaven but in hell, for “this prison is it”4
(Sachiko’s Case 162). Then Kolbe tells
him that it is not so because he witnessed
an act of love there. He says that he saw a
captive giving away half of his daily piece

of bread to another captive who has
become very weak. He continues, “Hell is
a place where all love has gone. But here,
love still remains” (Sachiko’s Case 162).
As Uncle Tom’s acts of love awaken the
fellow slaves’ hearts, the inmate’s deed
has brought hope to Kolbe’s heart.
Henrick is not convinced then, but
later, he witnesses Kolbe offering his life
to save another captive who was about to
be killed in a “starvation room.” Kolbe
gets sent to the starvation room instead of
the man. After Kolbe was killed, Henrick
remembers his words that “if love is not
present, we must create love” (Sachiko’s
Case 265). Henrick retorts in heart that
he is an ordinary man and that he is not
so strong as him. Then he remembers
Kolbe’s saying that he was praying for
him. After some days, Henrick sees a
feeble captive fall and get beaten up by an
overseer. Then Henrick hears Kolbe say,
“He might die. Would you give him your
bread?” Henrick shakes his head because
“if he offers his only food for the day, it
will make him fall” (Sachiko’s Case 268).
Kolbe pleads, “I want him to know love
before he dies” (Sachiko’s Case 268).
Henrick offers his bread to the man, and
the dying man sheds tears in
astonishment. The narrator observes that
“it was the only act of love that Henrick
could do—Still, he did it” (Sachiko’s Case
268).
Kolbe’s act of love influences not
only Henrick but also other captives.
When they hear that Kolbe has died, they
feel “something passing at the deepest
place of their hearts” (Sachiko’s Case 263).
Even though “they could not tell what that
was,” “in the bottom of the hearts” of the
captives, “it gave something, it left
something, and it disappeared” (Sachiko’s
Case 263). That evening, they look up at
the sky aglow with the setting sun and see
how beautiful this world is.
“Until
yesterday, [ . . . ] there was only fear,
misery, torture and death, but today, the
world is so beautiful!” (Sachiko’s Case
264). “They knew who changed the
9
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world—who created love in the world
which had been without love” (Sachiko’s
Case 264).
When God seemed nowhere, He
showed Himself through Kolbe, just as
God’s love was shown through Tom in
Uncle Tom’s Cabin. God made Kolbe a
vessel for Himself, and through Kolbe,
God worked on Henrick.
Although
Henrick felt weak in faith, God made him
a vessel for His love for the dying inmate.
God Talking through Nature

In the above sunset scene of the
Kolbe episode, the beauty of nature
comes alive when people come to believe
in love. The same idea is suggested both
in Uncle Tom’s Cabin and MacDonald’s
passages in What’s Mine’s Mine. In Uncle
Tom’s Cabin, Legree will not repent even
after remembering how his mother,
whom he had forsaken, loved him and
forgave him at her death bed; the
narrator observes:
Calmly the rosy hue of dawn was
stealing into the room. [ . . . ] O,
with
what
freshness,
what
solemnity and beauty, is each new
day born; as if to say to insensate
man, “Behold! Thou hast one more
chance! Strive for immortal glory!”
There is no speech nor language
where this voice is not heard; but
the bold, bad man heard it not.
(UT 344)

While Legree cannot appreciate the glory
of dawn, Tom hears Jesus through it.
The solemn light of dawn—the
angelic glory of the morning-star—
had looked in through the rude
window of the shed where Tom
was lying; and, as if descending on
that star-beam, came the solemn
words, “I am the root and offspring
of David, and the bright and
morning star.” (UT 345)

In What’s Mine’s Mine, a young
Scottish clan leader, Alister, continues to
trust in God when he finds out that the
money he had expected to receive in
order to redeem the land for his clan was
not available. Alister believes that “if God
had cared for his having the money, he
would have cared that he should have it”
and that “Here was an opportunity for
absolute faith and contentment in the will
that looks after all our affairs, the small as
well as the great” (WMM 344). However,
“at first he could not enjoy as he was wont
the glory of the morning” and he scorns
himself, but when the sun rises, “with it
his soul arose and shone, for its light was
come, and the glory of the Lord was risen
upon it” (WMM 345). Then he says, “Let
God [ . . . ] take from us what he will:
himself he can only give!” and the
narrator goes, “God [is], and all [is] well!”
(WMM 345).
Love Passed on to Others

In Kolbe’s episode, when Kolbe
witnessed the inmate giving his only
bread to the weaker one, the inmate’s
love was passed on to Kolbe, and then
Kolbe’s love was passed on to Henrick
after Kolbe’s death. Similarly, in Uncle
Tom’s Cabin, the love of some characters
revives and keeps on living even after
their deaths—in the hearts of people who
had known them.
A little girl, Evangeline, tells her
father, St. Clare, that even though he
wants her to be happy and not think
about the pain and sorrow of others, she
feels that this would be selfish and she
wants to know the suffering in the world.
Knowing that she was soon going to die
from illness, she begs her father to do
what he can to help the suffering slaves,
for her sake, when she is gone (UT 254).
She loves her father dearly, and
she shows deepest love toward people
around her—especially Tom and the slave
girl, Topsy. Evangeline tells Topsy, who
asserts that nobody loves her, that she
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loves her and that she wants her to try to
be good—for Evangeline’s sake (UT 258).
When Evangeline dies, Topsy wishes she
could die too—because she again decides
that no one loves her now.
Then St. Clare’s sister, Ophelia,
who could not love Topsy before, says in
tears, “I can love you, though I am not like
that dear little child. I hope I’ve learnt
something of the love of Christ from her”
(UT 273). St. Clare thinks, “O, my Eva,
whose little hour on earth did so much of
good” (UT 273).
After Evangeline’s death, St. Clare
wonders in agony if there is “no more
Eva,—no heaven,—no Christ,—nothing?”
(UT 276). Tom assures him that “there
is!” (UT 276) and says that he (Tom)
would even lay down his own life “to see
[St. Clare] a Christian” (UT 276). When St.
Clare answered that he was not worthy of
Tom’s love, he asserts, “O, Mas’r, dere’s
more than me loves you,—the blessed
Lord Jesus loves you” (UT 276). St. Clare
exclaims, “Singular! [ . . . ] that the story of
a man that lived and died eighteen
hundred years ago can affect people so
yet” (UT 276).
Later in the story, on Legree’s
farm, Tom goes through a fierce conflict:
“Is God here? [ . . . ] Ah, was it easy here to
believe and hold fast the great pass-word
of Christian faith, that ‘God is, and is the
rewarder of them that diligently seek Him’
[Hebrews 11:6]?” (UT 318). Then in his
dreams, Evangeline visits him and reads
the Bible passage for him— “When thou
passest through the waters, I will be with
thee, and the rivers they shall not
overflow thee; [ . . . ] for I am the Lord thy
God, [ . . . ] thy Saviour” [Isaiah 43:2-3]
(UT 319).
The above episodes show that
Christ keeps on living in peoples’ hearts
(as well as in heaven), and also that the
people whom He indwells continue to
help and inspire others—even after their
deaths.
MacDonald’s David Elginbrod
suggests the same belief. David dies in

the earlier part of the novel, but he
continues to live in the hearts of his
beloved ones, and through them his love
continues to flow out to others. (See
“David Elginbrod as a Prototype of the
Wingfold Trilogy in Connection with
Coleridge and the Joan Drake Case and Its
Influence upon Arthur Conan Doyle’s
Sherlock Holmes Stories,” Inklings
Forever, VI, 149-56.)
Titling of the Novels

It appears that the reason the
above novel is entitled David Elginbrod is
that, even though David dies in the earlier
part of the novel, God’s love shining
through him permeates the entire story.
The title also reflects MacDonald’s
well-loved epitaph, written in the
“Scottish brogue,” for another man in the
novel named “Elginbrodde”: “Here lie I,
Martin Elginbrodde: Hae mercy o’ my
soul, Lord God; As I wad do, were I Lord
God, And ye were Martin Elginbrodde”
(David Elginbrod 72).
MacDonald
suggests through this unforgettable
epitaph that since we, who are created in
God’s image, are capable of mercy, we can
trust God—who is the very Source of the
love in our hearts—to be merciful toward
us!
MacDonald’s character, David
Elginbrod, and the famous epitaph for
“Martin Elginbrodde” both suggest that
God’s love is evident because it shines
through people’s hearts. (See “God is
Impartial: Frankenstein and MacDonald,”
Inklings Forever, VII, 179-86.)
This parallels the titling of Uncle
Tom’s Cabin. Tom appears in less than
half of the story, and his cabin appears
only in chapter 4 when he has his last
supper with his family. However, when
the cabin is mentioned by George Shelby
at the end of the story, it becomes the
symbol of freedom and the reminder to
follow Christ by following Tom:
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“Think of your freedom, every time
you see UNCLE TOM’S CABIN; and
let it be a memorial to put you all in
mind to follow in his steps, and be
as honest and faithful and Christian
as he was.” (UT 400)

Similarly, the title of Endo’s When
I Whistle reflects the whistling scene,
which spans only a page or two in the
novel. However, the whistling scene
shows the protagonist’s deep compassion
for others and his will to share their
suffering—the very focus of the book.
This is discussed further in the next
section.
Hidden Prayers Received by God

In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, Legree buys
slaves and makes them walk a long way to
his plantation. Seated in a wagon, he
orders the slaves to sing a song; however,
when Tom starts singing a hymn, Legree
tells him to “Shut up” and forces them to
sing something “rowdy” (UT 313).
Therefore, they start singing “one of those
unmeaning songs, common among the
slaves” (UT 313). It was sung “with a
forced attempt at merriment” (UT 313)
but was filled with deepest woe.
As if the poor, dumb heart,
threatened,—prisoned,—took
refuge in that inarticulate sanctuary
of music, and found there a
language in which to breathe its
prayer to God! There was a prayer
in it, which Simon [Legree] could
not hear. (UT 313)

Endo appears to echo Stowe’s
belief that imperfect prayer reaches God.
In Endo’s When I Whistle, the protagonist,
Ozu, whistles a song for a deceased friend,
and I believe that it is a prayer that cannot
find words.
Ozu’s closest friend, Hirame (a
nickname), dies young in war. When Ozu
becomes middle aged, he still feels
Hirame close to his heart. Then one day

Ozu finds that Aiko, a woman whom
Hirame had loved—although she had
loved and married another man—had
developed cancer and been hospitalized.
He sends her flowers in Hirame’s name,
and after some time, he hears that she has
fallen into critical condition, so he hurries
to the hospital. When Ozu gets there, she
has already passed away. He sits alone in
front of her body, and he feels that
because both Hirame and Aiko suffered
from war, their lives are connected
through suffering. He says to them in his
heart that he will join them some day. He
also tells Hirame in his heart that the
room is so desolate—with neither flowers
nor families, and that he feels sorry for
Aiko. Hirame answers: “Then, why don’t
you whistle a song for her? You were
good at it [ . . . ]. Could you do that for her
and me?”5 (When I Whistle 337). Ozu tries
to whistle, but only a feeble, broken
sound comes out.
Ozu offers what he can do. He
connects himself with Hirame and Aiko
through suffering. The will to connect
with others is the very essence of love,
and love is the essence of prayer. Without
realizing it, Ozu is offering his prayer to
God for his friends. Endo seems to
suggest here that whatever shape it may
take, Ozu’s love is reaching his friends—
and also reaching God.
MacDonald appears to share this
belief concerning prayer.
In What’s
Mine’s Mine, Mistress Conal, a stubborn
old woman, nags at clan chief Alister,
when he kindly helps her by carrying a
creel full of peats. From her rough
speech, no one could know that “she no
less than loved her chief” (WMM 33).
That night, she prays for her chief and his
family earnestly, and “if there was a good
deal of superstition mingled with her
prayer, the main thing in it was genuine,
that is, the love that prompted it” (WMM
33). Then the narrator asserts, “if God
heard only perfect prayers, how could he
be the prayer-hearing God?” (WMM 33).
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MacDonald’s idea concerning
prayer is also suggested in There and
Back. The protagonist Richard and his
friend Barbara read and discuss
Coleridge’s The Rime of the Ancient
Mariner. They come to the verse which
reveals that the “Mariner” has become
able to love “the sea-snakes”:
“A spring of love gushed from my
heart,
And I blessed them unaware!
[....]
The self-same moment I could pray;
And from my neck so free
The Albatross fell off [ . . . ]. (There
and Back 130)

Barbara says with delight:

“Nothing can go wrong now! The
man’s love is awake, and he will be
sorrier and sorrier for what he did!
Instead
of
saying,
‘The
wrigglesome, slimy things!’ he
blesses them; and because he is
going to be a friend to the other
creatures in the house, and live on
good terms with them [ . . . ] the bad
deed is gone down into the depth of
the great sea, and he is able to say
his prayers again;—no, not that
exactly; it must be something better
than saying prayers now!” (There
and Back 130)

MacDonald suggests here that the heart of
the prayer is love for the fellow
creatures—and this coincides with Endo’s
belief.
Non-Violence and Fight for the Cause

In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, Tom never
resorts to violence because he follows
Christ. However, in the novel, there is a
scene in which a fugitive shoots a man to
protect his family, and this is not
described in a negative way. The episode
goes as follows.

George Harris and his family and
friends head to the North to escape from
slavery. When they are about to leave a
Quaker settlement of kind-hearted people
who devoutly help those who have been
persecuted, George prepares a pistol and
says that he would not attack anyone, but
he would fight to protect his family:
[A]m I going to stand by and see
them take my wife and sell her,
when God has given me a pair of
strong arms to defend her? No; God
help me! I’ll fight to the last breath,
before they shall take my wife and
son. (UT 172)

To this, one of the Quakers, Simeon, says,
“Mortal man cannot blame thee, George”
(UT 172). When George asks him if he
would not do the same in his place, he
answers, “I pray that I be not tried; the
flesh is weak” (UT 172). In contrast,
another Quaker, Phineas, says, “but if we
are tempted too much—why, let them
look out, that’s all” (UT 173), which is
checked by Simeon: “The old nature hath
its way in thee pretty strong as yet” (UT
173). However, another Quaker, Rachel,
says, “but we all think that his heart is in
the right place, after all” (UT 173).
Here Simeon says he cannot
“blame” George for his determination to
fight for his family if necessary, but
Simeon does not answer clearly whether
or not he would do the same in place of
George. Phineas sounds more supportive
for violence in self-defense, and he is
checked by Simeon. While Simeon and
Phineas have different views, they both
are described as faithful people who are
ready to sacrifice themselves in order to
help their neighbors. Here the author’s
view—regarding violence in pursuit of a
right cause, is not clear.
A little later in the story, the
pursuers catch up with them. George,
Phineas, and others have climbed up a
cliff, and a member of the pursuer party,
Marks shoots at George but the bullet
misses him. Then the leader of the
13
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pursuer party, Tom Loker, comes
climbing up the cliff. George fires at
Loker, and Loker gets shot in his side, but
he would not retreat and leaps into where
George and others are. That moment,
Phineas pushes him off and makes him
fall down the cliff. Loker lies on the
ground and his party members all desert
him. Seeing this, George, Phineas, and
George’s wife, Eliza, help him. When
George learns that Loker is not going to
die, he gladly says, “It would always be a
heavy thought to me, if I’d caused his
death, even in a just cause” (UT 184).
Toward the end of the story, George, his
family and friends safely make it to
Canada.
The coexistence of episodes that
affirm both non-violence and violence for
a just cause is also found in MacDonald’s
What’s Mine’s Mine.
In What’s Mine’s Mine, Scottish
clan chief Alsiter and his brother Ian do
their best to forgive the persecutors who
take away the clan’s land and homes—
and their way of living. When the clan
people say that they are ready to sacrifice
their lives and fight, Alister persuades
them: “We may have a right to fight, I do
not know; but I am sure we have at least
the right to abstain from fighting. Don’t
let us confound right and duty” (WMM
348). When one of his men, Donal,
retorted that they have to fight because
“God does not always give men their
rights” (WMM 348), Alister says, “Have
you lived to all eternity? How do you
know what you say? God does care for
our rights. [ . . . ] A thousand years I will
wait for my rights if He chooses. [ . . . ] He
will set everything straight!” (WMM 349).
Donal answers, “You must be right, sir!
only I can’t help wishing for the old time,
when a man could strike a blow for
himself!” (WMM 349).
The narrator
continues:
It is in ordering our own thoughts
and our own actions, that we have
first to stand up for the right; our

business is not to protect ourselves
from our neighbour’s wrong, but
our neighbour from our wrong.
This is to slay evil; the other is to
make it multiply. (WMM 349)

Then one day Mr. Palmer, his men,
and his friend, Mr. Sercombe, who are the
persecutors in this story, show up with
guns to threaten the clan people and to
stop them from gathering the peat.
Alister, who had ordered his men to come
unarmed, and who himself was unarmed,
kept on gathering the peat, with dignity.
Then, the narrator analyzes why Palmer
hates Alister. Palmer, a rich man, “owed
his position to evil and not to good. [ . . . ]
[H]is success was the ruin of many”
(WMM 362). The narrator reveals:
All the chief’s schemes and ways
were founded on such opposite
principles to his own that of
necessity they annoyed him at
every point, and, incapable of
perceiving their true nature, he
imagined his annoyance their
object and end. (WMM 362)

(The contrast in character between
Palmer and Alister appears to resemble
the contrast between Legree and Uncle
Tom.)
Then Palmer and Sercombe raise
their guns and “one of them fires” (WMM
363). Alister gets shot in the arm and
chest, and his men push the offenders into
the muddy peat-hole just to “wet their
powder” (WMM 364). The clan people
take Alister home and send for a doctor;
Alister survives—and he never tries to get
revenge on Palmer and Sercombe.
Consequently, Alister and the clan
people decide to move to Canada, where
Ian had prepared things for them. On
leaving, Alister thinks that though he
loves his land so much, “Where Jesus, the
Son of God, is—there is my home! He is
here, and he is over the sea, and my home
is everwhere!” (WMM 386). After some
years, at the end of the story, they become
14
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rich by finding rock oil in Canada, and
they are able to buy back ten times more
of their homeland.
In the above episode, Donal’s wish
to strike a blow for himself is checked by
Alister—as well as the narrator.
MacDonald directly reveals his viewpoint
through the narrator. However, in the
earlier part of the story, Alister does
strike a man; the episode goes as follows.
Sercombe persistently tries to
attract the attention of a young woman,
Annie, who clearly gives him a refusal.
She consults with her chief, Alister, and he
gives Sercombe a warning. However,
Sercombe bothers her again, so he warns
him again. Sercombe would not listen,
and retorting, he insults Annie by
referring to her as “hussy” (WMM 202).
On hearing this, Alister boxes Sercombe
on the ear with his open hand. The
narrator observes: “He would not use his
fist without warning, but such a word
applied to any honest woman of his clan
demanded instant recognition” (WMM
203). Then Sercombe fights back and he
is much stronger in the fight, and this
makes Alister bleed badly. Then Ian
comes along and takes the place of his
brother even though Alister insists on
fighting by himself. Ian firstly warns
Sercombe, and he also gives Sercombe
time to recover his wind. Since Sercombe
still tries to strike Ian, Ian hits him and
knocks him down. Then Ian wishes that
he had not struck him so hard, and he
hopes that it was not hatred that made
him strike so hard. Alister says, “It was
pure indignation, and nothing to blame in
it!” Ian answers, “I wish I could be sure of
that!” (WMM 204).
In this scene, the idea is shown
that it is acceptable to resort to violence
in defense of someone as long as it is done
in a restrained manner and not out of
hatred. However, in other episodes as we
have seen, violence is found to be
undesirable even when it is for a just
cause. Thus, both in Uncle Tom’s Cabin
and What’s Mine’s Mine, we can find the

coexistence of episodes that affirm nonviolence and violence for a just cause.
The Meaning of Suffering

In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, as
mentioned earlier, Evangeline tells her
father, St. Clare, that it is not right of him
to hinder her from seeing the suffering of
the world in his desire to shelter her:
“You (Papa) want me to live so
happy, and never to have any
pain,—never suffer anything,—not
even hear a sad story, when other
poor creatures have nothing but
pain and sorrow, all their lives;—it
seems selfish. I ought to know such
things, I ought to feel about them!”
(UT 254)

The following episode from the
earlier part of the novel sheds light on
how people could grow through suffering,
and how people could reach out to others
through suffering. Protecting and helping
Eliza and her son in their escape, Mrs.
Bird, who had lost her little son, takes out
his clothes from the drawers and packs
them for Eliza’s son. The narrator tells us:
There are in this world blessed
souls, whose sorrows all spring up
into joys for others; whose earthly
hopes, laid in the grave with many
tears, are the seed from which
spring healing flowers and balm for
the desolate and the distressed.
(UT 79-80)

MacDonald appears to echo the
idea that happiness should not be the first
priority in life. In one of his Wingfold
trilogy, There and Back, the protagonist,
Richard, desperately tries to save his
friend’s sister, who is near dying from
hunger, and he thinks that he would “give
[his] life for her!” (There and Back 158).
Richard continues: “And there is he,
sitting up there in his glory, and looking
down unmoved upon her wretchedness! I
15
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will not believe in any such God!” (There
and Back 158). The narrator explains:
Of course he was more than right in
refusing to believe in such a God!
Were such a being possible, he
would not be God. [ . . . ] But was
Richard, therefore, to believe
in no God altogether different?
(There and Back 158)

The narrator continues:

What if his soul was too impatient
to listen for the next tick of the
clock of eternity, and was left
therefore to declare there was no
such clock going! Ought he not
even now to have been capable of
thinking that there might be a being
with a design for his creatures yet
better than merely to make them
happy?
What if, that gained,
the
other
must
follow!
(There and Back 158)

MacDonald also suggests his idea
concerning suffering and happiness in
Thomas Wingfold, Curate. In the story,
Polwarth’s niece, Rachel, who has the
physical characteristics of a dwarf and
suffers from illness just as her uncle does,
tells Wingfold: “You don’t know how
happy I am as I lie here, knowing my
uncle is in the next room [ . . . ] and that
there is [God] nearer still” (TWC 202).
Wingfold answers: “It is a great
satisfaction to find that suffering is not
necessarily unhappiness. I could be well
content to suffer also, Miss Polwarth, if
with the suffering I might have the same
peace” (TWC 203).
Like Stowe and MacDonald, Endo
shows how people are connected to one
another through suffering. In The Woman
I Deserted, Mitsu, a young woman who
was diagnosed with Hansen’s disease, is
forced to move to a secluded sanitarium.
The patients at the institute are
compassionate toward her.
While
interacting in a caring way with Mitsu, a
woman patient tells Mitsu that suffering

is not a physical thing—but it is having to
endure not being loved by anyone (The
Woman I Deserted, hereafter, Deserted
194).
Mitsu herself has been deserted
by her boyfriend, who only wanted to use
her, but she does not blame him. Then,
two weeks later, it turns out that it was a
misdiagnosis and that she does not have
the disease—so she gets released from
the sanitarium. She goes to a train
station, but when she remembers her
fellow patients at the institute, she feels
she cannot leave them, and she returns to
them—determined to serve them. Then,
in the evening glow, she looks at the small
field within the sanitarium, where the
patients are working. The scenery, which
she had initially beheld with utter disgust,
now makes her feel as if she has returned
home (Deserted 235).
Later in the story, Mitsu is killed
by a car when she is running an errand. A
Catholic nun, Sister Yamagata, who serves
at the institute, writes a letter to Mitsu’s
ex-boyfriend, revealing that Mitsu had
taken care of a little boy patient who lay
in his death bed; Mitsu prayed that, if God
was with them, He might make her sick
instead and save the little boy. However,
the boy passed away five days later.
Yamagata continues that Mitsu could not
believe in God because she could not
understand why the patients, including
the little child, had to suffer as they did.
The nun asserts that they (the nuns)
believe that the Lord shares people’s
suffering, and that people are not alone in
suffering. She continues:
“Even when a person is alone in a
desert, s/he is not suffering alone;
our suffering must be connected
with the suffering of others; how
could I make Mitsu understand
this?; but, no—without knowing,
Mitsu was doing the very act of
connecting herself with others
through suffering.”6 (Deserted 251)
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Yamagata concludes the letter: “If God
asks me what kind of person I want to be,
I would answer instantly, ‘someone like
Mitsu’” (Deserted 254).
Mitsu’s staying with the sufferers
when she had the chance to leave
corresponds with Uncle Tom’s choosing
to stay with his fellow slaves when he had
a chance to escape with Cassy. Both
stories suggest that that is what God is
doing: He is sharing each one’s suffering
with Himself—never deserting anyone.
Similar to Stowe and Endo,
MacDonald
also
emphasizes
the
importance
of
our
establishing
connections with one another:

mother’s hair and the letter, he “inly
shuddered as he thought of everlasting
fires” (UT 339-40). The narrator goes on:
“Ye who have wondered to hear, in the
same evangel, that God is love, and that
God is a consuming fire, see ye not how, to
the soul resolved in evil, perfect love is
the most fearful torture, the seal and
sentence of the direst despair?” (UT 340).
MacDonald appears to share the
above belief that there is no inconsistency
between God’s being love and God’s being
a consuming fire:

(The above question is apparently taken
from the Bible’s Cain episode: “And the
LORD said unto Cain, Where is Abel thy
brother? And he said, I know not: Am I my
brother's keeper?” [Genesis 4:9])

And our God is a consuming fire
[Hebrews
12:29].
(Unspoken
Sermons 18-19)

If a man say, ‘I have not been
unjust; I owed the man nothing;’ he
sides with Death—says with the
typical murderer, ‘Am I my
brother’s keeper?’ builds the tombs
of those his fathers slew. (WMM 27)

Perfect Love Seeming Like Torture

In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, when Legree
takes away Tom’s belongings, he finds a
lock of blond hair. It was Evangeline’s
hair, which she had given to Tom, but
Legree superstitiously imagines it to be
his mother’s. He had run away from
home when young—abandoning her, and
one day he received a letter with a lock of
her hair inside it, telling him that his
mother died and that, “dying, she blest
and forgave him” (UT 339). However,
Legree had burned the hair and the
letter—rejecting even her blessing and
forgiveness.
The narrator explains: “There is a
dread, unhallowed necromancy of evil,
that turns things sweetest and holiest to
phantoms of horror and affright”
(UT 339). When Legree had burned his

Nothing is inexorable but love. [ . . .
] It is not love that grants a boon
unwillingly; still less is it love that
answers a prayer to the wrong and
hurt of him who prays. Love is one,
and love is changeless. [ . . . ] [A]ll
that is not beautiful in the beloved,
all that comes between and is not of
love’s kind, must be destroyed.

“The man who cares not about the
will of God, to him God appears
something awful, and the world
around him a confined mass, a
discontent, chaotic kind of place,
because his own heart is all chaos,
and
inhabited
by
creatures
wallowing in the slime of immoral
uncreation. [ . . . ] Let us go down on
our knees, in the loneliness of our
chambers, and give ourselves to the
God to whom we belong, and out of
whose hand we cannot tear
ourselves—the God who will byand-by, if we do not yield ourselves
to Him, appear as a consuming fire.
He will not change; but love itself,
to the unlovely, is a torment.”
(“George MacDonald as a Preacher,”
Wingfold: Celebrating the Works of
George MacDonald, No.76. 44-47)
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Our Experiences’ Holding
New Meaning
All three authors reveal through
their writings that our experiences hold
new meaning when we become rooted in
God. This concerns the above theme on
how God can be both Love and a
“consuming fire.”
In Uncle Tom’s Cabin, as Tom gets
through “the dread soul-crisis,” a hymn
with lyrics to the effect that no matter
what happens, “God [ . . . ] shall be forever
mine” begins to have a new meaning to
him: “the solitude of the night rung with
the triumphant words of a hymn, which
he had sung often in happier days, but
never with such feeling as now” (UT 357).
This idea that mankind can really
only appreciate the heart of things when
we are rooted in God is also suggested in
the Stowe scene described above, in
which Tom has the capacity to experience
the morning in its fullness and glory—
while Legree cannot.
This coincides with the Mitsu
episode in which she returns to the
sanitarium. She is moved by the sight of
the patients working in the field in the
beautiful light of the setting sun. The
same scenery and population that she had
at first found terrifying have become dear
to her. In the sacrificial death of Kolbe
chapter described above, the surviving
concentration camp captives perceive the
beauty of the world after witnessing God’s
love shine through Kolbe’s act of love.
Similarly, in Thomas Wingfold,
Curate, certain words come to have a new
meaning for Polwarth’s brother, Robert.
He had imagined himself to be “a
wandering Jew,” and he described his
spiritual pilgrimage in his manuscript.
According to the script, in utter
loneliness, he finally found a woman who
loved him with unconditional love, and he
loved her earnestly, but his love was not
yet purified to perfection. Robert felt
depressed to think that she was getting
old every hour and slowly losing her

beauty. Then this woman got swallowed
up by “hell” fire (TWC 404). Robert dived
into the fire—but he could only find a
cinder. He cried in madness, “O Age! O
Decay! [ . . . ] see how I triumph over thee:
what canst thou do to this?” (TWC 404).
He then tried to kill himself by plunging
into the fire over and over again—but
failed to annihilate his being. A blank line
appears here in the text. Then Robert
reveals his transformed perception.
And what I had then said in
despair, I said yet again in
thankfulness. O Age! O Decay! I
cried, what canst thou now do to
destroy the image of her which I
bear nested in my heart of hearts.
That at least is safe, I thank God.
(TWC 404)

Robert continues: “ [ . . . ] a mighty hope
had risen within me, that yet I should
stand forgiven in the eyes of him that was
crucified, and that in token of his
forgiveness, he would grant me to look
again, but in peace, upon the face of her
that had loved me” (TWC 404). Then he
asserts that Love will be made perfect “in
the bosom of the meanest who followeth
the Crucified” (TWC 404).
Stowe, Endo, and MacDonald
show that spiritually-awakening souls can
find new, transforming meaning in painful
or familiar experiences.
The Meaning of the Glory of God

Toward the end of Uncle Tom’s
Cabin, as mentioned above, Legree and his
men start beating Tom to death. In the
words of the narrator:
[T]here was One whose suffering
changed an instrument of torture,
degradation and shame, into a
symbol of glory, honor, and
immortal life; and, where His spirit
is, neither degrading stripes, nor
blood, nor insults, can make the
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Christian’s last struggle less than
glorious. (UT 377)

The narrator continues: “Was [Tom]
alone [ . . . ]? Nay! There stood by him
One,—seen by him alone,—‘like unto the
Son of God’” (UT 377).
George Shelby, the son of Tom’s
first owner, comes to Tom just before
Tom dies. When George calls to him, Tom
regains consciousness and says, “Bless the
Lord! it is,—it is,—it’s all I wanted! They
haven’t forgot me. It warms my soul; it
does my old heart good! Now I shall die
content! Bless the Lord, oh my soul!”
(UT 380). (This corresponds with Endo’s
Henrick episode, in which the dying
inmate was given bread and realized that
love was present.)
Then Tom asks George to tell
Tom’s wife that “the Lord’s stood by [him]
everywhere and al’ays, and made
everything light and easy”; also, he asks
him to tell all his children “to follow me—
follow me!” (UT 381). He also says that
he “loves every creatur’ everywhar!” and
tells George not to hate Legree—because
he “an’t done me no real harm,—only
opened the gate of the kingdom for me;
that’s all!” (UT 381).
After Tom dies, the narrator goes:
Pity him not! Such a life and death
is not for pity! Not in the riches of
omnipotence is the chief glory of
God; but in self-denying, suffering
love! And blessed are the men
whom he calls to fellowship with
him, bearing their cross after him
with patience. Of such it is written,
“Blessed are they that mourn, for
they shall be comforted.” (UT 383)

George frees his slaves after
Tom’s death, and he tells them—as we
have seen previously:
“So when you rejoice in your
freedom, think that you owe it to
[Uncle Tom . . . ]. Think of your
freedom, every time you see UNCLE
TOM’S CABIN; and let it be a

memorial to put you all in mind to
follow in his steps [ . . . ]”. (UT 400)

Here we see the theme that God’s
glory is shown, not in the demonstration
of His power, but in His self-sacrificing
love, and also, in sharing His will with
people who follow Him. God helps people
to follow Christ in loving and forgiving
their enemies, and while He shares their
suffering, He shares His love with them,
and this is the glory of God.
This belief is echoed by
MacDonald. In What’s Mine’s Mine, Ian
says in his prayer after arguing with his
mother about the meaning of the
Atonement: “thou dost not make men in
order to assert thy dominion over them,
but that they may partake of thy life”
(WMM 113). Ian goes on to pray:
“[T]hou wantest no glory for
selfishness! thou doest, thou art,
what thou requirest of thy children!
I know it, for I see it in Jesus, who
casts the contempt of obedience
upon the baseness of pride, who
cares only for thee and for us, never
thinking of himself save as a gift to
give us! O lovely, perfect Christ!
with my very life I worship thee!
Oh, pray, Christ! make me and my
brother strong to be the very thing
thou wouldst have us [ . . . ].”
(WMM 114)

Then, Ian and his brother Alister do their
best in forgiving their enemies and
returning good for evil as they follow
Jesus every moment of their lives.
The following passage from
MacDonald’s sermon echoes the above
belief concerning God’s glory:
[T]o know Christ is the only way to
know God. You may learn a good
deal of His power in other ways[;]
only when you learn His power in
other ways you generally forget the
power is His, or Who it is that has
the power. You may learn of the
power of God, but the power of God
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is not God. God is love, and until we
love with our whole souls we do not
know God. We may know Him a
little, less or more, in proportion as
we are capable of loving; or rather,
not as we are capable of it, but as
we do it—we know God. (“The
Mysteries of the Kingdom: A
Sermon by George MacDonald,
LLD,” Wingfold: Celebrating the
Works of George MacDonald, No.65.
16)

Endo also appears to share such
interpretation of God’s glory. In Silence,
as we have seen, Rodrigues, through
suffering, comes to know how infinitely
Jesus loves and forgives all people, and
when Rodrigues comes to know this, he
begins to love God in a new way, and he
becomes able to forgive Kichijiro. When
God seemed silent, God made Rodrigues’s
very life His words, revealing His glory in
this way.
Conclusion

Life means oneness with God, and
nothing can come between God and each
one of us. Therefore, no one can victimize
us but they inadvertently assist our
growth toward the “At-one-ment.”
God was, is, and will be with us to
eternity. “I am with you always, even
unto the end of the world” [Matthew
28:20]. When those who feel weakest in
faith cry out to Him, “I can’t hear You!”,
God may be speaking through them—
making their very lives His words.

Acknowledgment
I am deeply grateful to Ms. Christine
Colbert for her expert help and advice in
editing my essay.

Stowe, MacDonald, and Endo
share the belief that God’s glory is not
revealed in His demonstration of power—
but in His sacrificial love and forgiveness,
which are manifested through the life of
Jesus. The essential purpose of Christ’s
life is to invite and help people to follow
Him—that in all ways He modeled for us
what God had in mind for every one of us.
To follow Jesus is to love and to forgive,
and to return good for evil—even to the
point of suffering. When we suffer, God
suffers together, and He also shares His
glory with us.
Through suffering, we can connect
ourselves with our fellow creatures,
loving them and caring about them—and
to believe in love is to believe in God, who
is the very origin of our love.
In following Christ, we come to
realize how infinitely God loves us sinners
and the weakest—even before we turn
back to Him.
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Notes
Endo writes: “No one can help asking, when
they see innocent children dying in war, ‘Why
do such things happen?’ I myself thought
many times: ‘I shall have to desert God. I can’t
hold on anymore.’ But now I think that it is
not true faith which goes without being
afflicted with such doubts. I don’t think such a
thing is true religion. I feel that people who
wouldn’t go through such questioning are not
true believers” (Watashino Iesu [My Jesus]
200-01) [trans. mine]. In MacDonald’s What’s
Mine’s Mine, Ian is described as “one of those
blessed few who doubt in virtue of a larger
faith” (WMM 62). The narrator continues: “To
the wise his doubts would have been his best
credentials; they were worth tenfold the faith
of most. It was truth, and higher truth, he was
always seeking” (WMM 62). (See George
MacDonald’s Challenging Theology of the
Atonement, Suffering, and Death, 6-7 and 4053.)
2 I changed/added the bracketed words to
make the translation closer to Endo’s original
Japanese version.
3 The underlined sentence is my translation,
which, I believe, is closer to Endo’s original
Japanese version than the original translation:
“Even if he had been silent, my life until this
day would have spoken of him.”
4 All the quotations from Women’s Life: Part II,
Sachiko’s Case are my translation.
5 All the quotations from When I Whistle are
my translation.
6 All the quotations from The Woman I
Deserted are my translation.
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